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APPENDIX  C 
PERCEPTIONS 


C4.  SOURCE . Early  In  the  study  a collection  effort  was  con- 
ducted, the  objective  of  which  was  to  ascertain  and  record  the 
perceptions  of  a variety  of  knowledgable  personnel  regarding  the 
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  Army  analytical  community.  The 
concept  was  that  perceptions  of  experienced  people  could  be  used 
to  point  the  way  toward  avenues  of  further  investigation  of  the 
Army  analysis  community  during  the  study,  Personal  interviews, 
questionnaires,  and  group  sensing  sessions  were  the  techniques  em- 
ployed to  acquire  the  perceptional  information.  Roughly  10D  indi- 
viduals in  OSD,  the  Army,  other  services,  and  Industry  contri- 
buted. The  perceptions  are  reported  below,  first  by  strengths  and 
second  by  weaknesses.  Within  each  category  the  specific  percep- 
tions are  organized  into  sub-categories  corresponding  to  the  main 
areas  of  investigation  during  the  study.  Because  the  main  thrust 
of  the  Review  of  Army  Analysis  was  to  seek  ways  to  improve  the 
community,  a considerably  larger  mmd)er  of  perceived  weaknesses 
than  strengths  is  Identified. 

C-2,  PERCEIVED  STRENGTHS,  a.  Program  Formulation  and  Presentation 
The  Army’s  capability  to  anti  cl  pate tHS^harHnsriflrTyOcaT  questions 
has  improved  In  the  past  four  to  five  years,  as  has  its  ability  to 
answer  them,  This,  In  part,  results  from  the  demand  of  Congres- 
sional and  Executive  Brandi  Staffs  for  programs  with  a sound  ana- 
lytical basis  and  partially  results  from  the  revised  ASARC/DSARC 
process  which  formalized  much  of  the  demand* 

to.  Oryanl nation 

(1)  Decentralization  of  Initiative.'.  By  providing  systems 
analysis  capabilities  to  support  dscisionmaking  processes  at  the 
major  Army  commands  and  their  $•  h*rMndte  elements,  each  command 
level  can  better  assimilate  data  avaiUoie  to  It,  arrive  at  better 
thought-out  conclusions,  and  pass  on  more  competent  command  pro- 
ducts to  the  next  higher  authority. 

(2)  Character  of  Institutions.  The  Army  studies  and  analy- 
sis community  consists  of  many  organizations,  each  with  a team 
character  of  Its  own,  each  with  pride  In  what  makes  it  different 
from  others,  and  each  with  confidence  in  Itself  and  Its  product. 
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c.  Resources 


(1)  Integrity.  The  Array  QRSA  community  does  well  In  resist- 
ing pressures  to  bias  analysis  or  to  arrive  at  preconceived  con- 
clusions In  order  to  please  those  who  are  less  than  objective  In 
their  viewpoint, 

(2)  Enthusiasm.  Considerable  drive  and  ambition  exist 
within  the  Army  analytical  community  to  tackle  and  solve  the  most 
critical  Issues  of  the  time. 


(3)  High  Quality  of  Military  Analysts.  The  quality  of  Army 
officers  possessing  the  49  specialty  code  (ORSA)  is  excellent, 


(4)  Capacity  to  Produce.  The  Army  analysis  community  Is 
more  product  1 ve  t nan  1 nd Icated  by  a simple  count  of  studies.  Such 
additional  products  as  report  reviews,  peripheral  and  side  anal- 
yses to  studies,  quick  responses  to  higher  headquarter's  ques- 
tions, briefings,  and  methodology  Improvements  are  evidence. 


(5)  Willingness  to  Tackle  Tough  Problems,  Recognition  of 
analysis  technology  weakness,  cooperation  between  organizations  In 
methodology  development,  and  ready  acceptance  and  application  of 
new  techniques  where  useful,  all  characterize  the  Army  analysis 
community's  willingness  to  attack  problems  for  which  current 
analysis  technology  is  less  than  adequate, 

(6)  Continuity.  The  sizeable  fraction  of  civilian  analysts 
comprising  the  Army  analysis  community  provides  continuity  and  an 
Institutional  memory  which  serves  the  Army  well  In  recalling 
issues  and  pitfalls  of  previous  analyses  and  In  precluding  rein- 
venting the  wheel. 

(7)  Size  Maturity.  The  Army  In-house  analytical  structure 
Is  large,  stable,  and  experienced.  A wide  range  of  methodologies 
and  models  exists,  as  does  a sizable  data  base.  Considerable 
knowledge  and  experience  exist  ranging  from  weapons  system  analy- 
sis to  force  structuring. 

(8)  Access  to  Experimentation.  Army  resources  available  to 
conduct  field  experiments  exist  In  considerable  quantity  and  ver- 
satility and  constitute  a potential  source  of  valuable  experimen- 
tal data  to  Improve  Army  studies  and  analyses. 
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d,  Techniques 

(l)  Communications.  Arn \y  study  program  topics,  findings, 
analysis  techniques,  simulations,  and  data  are  subjects  of  consid- 
erable dialogue  between  analytical  organizations  and  between  indi- 
vidual analysts  within  the  analysis  community.  Much  of  this  dia- 
logue is  self  Initiated  and  Is  motivated  by  a genuine  desire  to 
share  Information,  to  improve  techniques,  and  to  obtain  peer  re- 
view. 


(2)  Respect  for  Counter-example.  A healthy  trend  In  the 
Army  materiel  acquisition  process  Is  the  pursuit  and  consideration 
of  counter-examples  In  studies  and  analyses  as  exemplified  by  the 
Red  Team  approach. 

e.  Quality  Assurance  and  Review 

(1)  Spirit  of  Openness.  Army  analysis  organizations  and  In- 
dividual analysts  generally  adopt  an  open  door  policy  regarding 
review  of  their  analyses,  Including  details  of  models,  data,  and 
techniques  employed  for  a study. 

(2)  Utility  of  Products.  Participation  by  potential  users 
of  the  Army  study  process,  from  problem  definition  to  final  re- 
port, Is  an  Army  practice  which  helps  assure  responsiveness  of 
studies  to  user  needs.  The  employment  of  ad  hoc  study  groups  and 
study  advisory  groups  Is  useful  In  keeping  studies  on  track,  en- 
abling changes  in  direction  where  necessary,  and  facilitating  ac- 
ceptance and  utilization  of  the  study  product. 

C-3.  PERCEIVED  WEAKNESSES,  a.  Program  Formulation  and  Presentation 

(1)  Problem  Identification/Prioritization.  A major  weakness 
of  the  Army  studies  and  analysis  program  Is  the  inability  to  Iden- 
tify, prioritize,  and  focus  resources  on  the  Important  problems 
needing  study,  jn  addition  to  studying  problems  of  less  Impor- 
tance, while  leaving  others  unattended,  the  Army  frequently  as- 
signs studies  to  analysis  organizations  which  are  not  best  quali- 
fied to  do  the  work. 

(2)  lack  of  Central  Guidance.  One  possible  reason  for  study 
program  fragmentation  is  perceived  to  be  a serious  lack  of  program 
guidance  or  direction  issuing  from  a central  source  or  authority, 
the  existing  arrangement  of  decentralized  study  program  execution 
may  serve  to  mask  recognition  and  inhibit  corrective  action  of 
this  weakness. 


(3)  Relationship  of  Analysis  to  Decision  Process.  An  ob- 
scure relationship  exists  between  studies  by  the  analysis  commu- 
nity and  the  overall  Army  decisionmaking  process.  Most  analysis 
efforts  seem  to  produce  products  which  exert  only  a minor  Influ- 
ence on  Army  decisions. 

(4)  Program  Presentation  Upward.  Presentation  and  justifi- 
cation of  the  Army  studies  program  and  individual  studies  to  OSD, 
Congress,  and  reviewing  bodies  such  as  RDAC,  Is  poorly  orches- 
trated and  of  variable  quality. 

(5)  Study  Areas  Lacking  Emphasis.  Without  regard  to  rela- 
tive priority,  the  following  Issues  or  topics  are  not  currently 
receiving  adequate  analytical  attention  In  the  Army  studies  pro- 
gram either  because  of  lack  of  emphasis  or  lack  of  resources  or 
both: 

(a)  Requirements  for  new  materiel  early  In  the  acquisition 

cycle. 

(b)  Force  planning  and  structuring  at  the  theater  through 
total  Army  level  to  Include  force  balancing. 

(c)  Structuring,  balancing,  and  materiel  and  functional 
tradeoffs  at  the  dtvlslon/corps  level  of  combat  organization, 

(d)  Tactical  operations  of  currently  deployed  forces  as 
opposed  to  studios  of  investment  resources, 

(e)  Logistic  sustainability  of  current  and  developmental 
materiel . 

(f)  Maintenance  concepts  for  current  and  developmental 
material. 

(g)  Impact  of  countermeasures  and  battlefield  environments 
on  combat  materiel  performance  and  tactics, 

(h)  Effectiveness  and  cost  of  Army  training  programs  and 
strategies. 

(1)  Manpower  and  personnel  topics  Including: 

1.  Implications  of  women  In  the  Army. 

2.  Cost/benefits  of  ELIFE, 

3.  True  cost  of  civilian  manpower. 
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4,  Effects  of  varying  compensation  on  military  manpower. 

5,  Effect  of  changing  rotation  base  on  military  man- 
power. 


b.  Organization 

(1)  Coordination.  A major  weakness  In  Army  analysis  Is  lack 
of  coordination  between  the  decentralized  analytical  organizations 
of  the  Army.  This  results  in  lack  of  study  focus,  duplication  of 
effort,  gaps  In  essential  work,  lack  of  priorities,  and  resource 
waste. 

(2)  CAA/CACDA  Interface.  This  Interface  Is  Ill-defined. 
CACDA  combat  de viel opment ’act } v 1 1 1 es  are  Influenced  only  slightly 
by  force  level  efforts  at  CAA.  Conversely,  CAA  analyses  do  not 
normally  utilize  di vis Ion/ corps  findings  developed  by  CACDA, 

(3)  OCSPER/ARI  Relationship.  The  assignment  of  AH  I to 
ODCSPER  separated  the  personnel  and  training  research  and  develop- 
ment program  from  the  mainstream  of  Army  R&D  management.  The  pro- 
gram has  suffered  from  the  resulting  Isolation. 

c.  Resources 

(1)  Insufficient  Contracting.  The  Army  fells  to  take  ad- 
vantage o f u n i qua  sic  Ills  and  t a 1 ent  s available  fro®  out-of-house 
sources  of  analytic  talent, 

(2)  Access  to  FCRC.  A highly  desirable  resource  which 
should  be  reacquired  by  the  Army  is  an  independent  contractor  with 
the  intellectual  freedom  to  provide  unbiased,  objective  advice  to 
Army  management  regarding  the  more  difficult  and  complex  Army 
issues.  An  FCRC  arrangement  would  be  the  most  desirable. 

{3)  Contractual  Process.  Obtaining  contractual  assistance 
for  analysis,  as  governed  by  AR  5-6  and  the  ASPR,  is  prohibitively 
burdensome  and  unnecessarily  bureaucratic.  Contracting  require- 
ments must  be  forecast  long  before  detailed  analytical  needs  can 
be  defined. 


(4)  CACPA  Resource  Imbalance.  Analysis  resources  currently 
available  to  CACDA  are  insufficient  to  perform  the  analytic  work- 
load implicit  In  the  CACOA  mission  which  is;  to  design  division/ 
corps  organizations;  orchestration  of  the  combat  developments  of 
the  combat  functional  *ehoQl$;  design  of  the  control  and  Intelli- 
gence functions  nf  combat. 
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(5)  AMSAA  Expertise  Imbalance,  AMSAA,  by  virtue  of  Its  evo- 
lution from  ordnance-dedicated  activities,  Is  heavy  In  weapon  sys- 
tems oriented  expertise.  The  AMSAA  mission  area  of  responsibility 
has  evolved  to  a much  wider  scope,  and  a rebalancing  of  Internal 
expertise  Is  needed. 

(6)  TRADQC  School  Resources.  Considering  their  mission  to 
develop  requirements  for  new  materiel,  to  develop  employment  doc- 
trine and  tactics,  and  to  train  Arn\y  personnel,  the  TRADOC  service 
schools  are  currently  understaffed  with  analysis  resources, 

(7)  Cost  Analysis  Resources.  The  cost  analysis  expertise  of 
the  Arn\y  Is  being  employed  on  a wide  variety  of  studies,  analyses, 
and  miscellaneous  tasks  which  are  not  related  to  cost  analysis. 
Better  focusing  of  these  resources  is  needed, 

(8)  Upgrading  Analyst  Quality.  Programs  are  needed  to  as- 
sure that  Army  analysts,  particularly  civilian,  are  maintaining 
high  skill  quality.  Encompassed  in  this  area  are  problems  involv- 
ing recruiting,  retaining,  and  developing  analysts. 

(9)  Personnel  Management.  The  civilian  personnel  system  is 
slow  and  nonresponsive  to  the  needs  of  the  analysis  coiununity. 
Hiring,  firing,  and  redistributing  analysis  personnel  are  problems 
which  are  aggravated  by  the  system. 

(10)  Aging  of  Analytical  Community.  There  Is  a perception 
that  the  principal  analysis  organizations  of  the  Army  are  aging 
rather  rapidly,  perhaps  well  past  the  best  balance  of  vigor  and 
maturity. 

d.  Techniques 

(!)  Micromanagement,  Persons  at  Congress,  GH8,  QSO,  Q$A, 
MQDA,  and  HiptCGH  persist:  in  Hcromanagement  of  Anw  studies  to 
the  net  detriment  of  the  quality  of  study  products.  Discipline  Is 
needed  to  restrict  Involvement  of  these  elements  to  setting  pol- 
icy, establishing  priorltes.  allocating  resources,  defining  Issues 
and  constraints,  while  leaving  study  management  and  execution  to 
the  study  agency. 

(2)  Problem  Delimitation.  There  Is  a strong  tendency  in 
many  Anqy  studies  to  expand  the  study  scope  beyond  the  original 
study  objective  in  order  to  accommodate  a host  of  peripheral 
issues  for  which  the  need  for  analytical  treatment  Is  perceived. 
The  consequence  Is  excessive  expenditure  of  analysts  resources, 
lengthening  of  the  study  schedule,  and  frequently,  degradation  of 
study  quality  dua  to  no  schedule  relief. 


(3)  Cost  and  Schedule  Bias.  A tendency  in  Arrqy  studies  of 
develownenlal  programs  Is  to  underestimate  both  future  program 
costs  and  developmental  schedules,  This  bias  creeps  into  the  Arrqy 
budgeting  cycle,  eventually  causing  experienced  costs  to  exceed 
previously  forecast  estimates. 

(4)  Fulda  Gap  Syndrome.  Arn\y  weapon  system  studies  tend  to 
give  excessive  attention  to  scenarios  set  in  the  Fulda  region  of 
Germany  at  the  expense  of  Investigations  of  other  scenarios  and 
environments  where  combat  Is  also  likely  to  occur,  The  conse- 
quence Is  that  study  findings  and  conclusions  may  be  suboptimized 
for  these  conditions  and  brittle  to  scenarios  not  investigated, 

(5)  Vulnerabi  1 Ity  Data,  A high  proportion  of  Artqy  studies 
require  as  Input  data  estimates  of  the  vulnerability  of  friendly 
and  enemy  battlefield  Items.  Production  of  these  chfa  continues 
to  be  untimely  for  studies • 1r*  part  because  of  too  few  resources 
being  applied  to  data  generation, 

(b)  High  Level  Performance  Indicators.  Aggregated  perfor- 
mance Indicators  sucn  as  Weapons  Effectiveness  Index  (WEI)  and 
Weighted  Unit  Value  (WUV ) are  misleading  if  not  employed  care- 
fully, Studies  which  are  designed  to  produce  such  indicators 
should  be  minimized. 

(?)  insufficient  Data,  Deficiencies  in  data  to  develop  un- 
derstanding of  combat  and  support  processes  will  always  exist  but 
much  better  utilization  can  be  made  of  sources  such  as  testing, 
military  history,  and  training  activities  to  remedy  data  deficien- 
cies. 


, (0)  S|udx.M^Qs  Hesu Hs,  Host  Army  studies  suffer  from 

a lack  of  transparency.  It  is  frequently  Impossible  to  establish 
a clear  audit  trail  from  input  data  and  assumptions  through  system 
performance  to  study  results.  Uncertainties  in  the  values  of  in- 
put performance  parameters  am  not  quantified  nor  are  tne  possible 
effects  of  these  uncertainties  on  combat  effectiveness  traceable, 

(®)  Parametric  Analysis.  Too  little  use  is  made  of  paramet- 
ric analysts  techniques  during  studios,  usually  because  of  sched- 
ule pressures.  Consequently,  performance  parameters  which  should 
be  treated  as  variables  are  instead  considered  constants,  with  the 
associated  risk  of  missing  important  insights  into  weapon  system 
or  organization  performance, 

(W)  Insane  Realism.  Army  combat  simulations  have  tended  to 
evolve  toward  ever-increasing  detail  or  representation.  In  many 
cases,  this  quest  for  dotal!  is  advertised  as  an  improvement  in 
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realism  but,  in  fact,  results  not  only  in  added  simulation  com- 
plexlty,  but  does  not  significantly  affect  the  outcome  or  the  per- 
formance of  the  item  or  function  being  represented,  Furthermore, 

> it  is  frequently  true  that  a more  precise  mathematical  description 
of  the  realities  of  combat  is  employed  than  either  historical 
knowledge  or  experimentation  will  support, 

(11)  Model  Anarchy.  Individual  study  groups  constantly  mod- 
ify simulations  for  use  In  particular  studies,  These  changes  are 
most  often  not  documented  or  communicated  to  other  model  users. 
Together  with  the  uncoordinated  development  of  new  simulations, 
this  situation  has  led  to  the  existence  of  large  numbers  of  simu- 
lation tools  and  model  versions  which  overlap  or  even  duplicate 
capabilities. 

(12)  Excessive  Simulation.  The  Army  studies  and  analysis 
community  places  entirely  too  much  reliance  on  large-scale  simula- 
tion to  support  studies  where  much  simpler  analysis  tools  would 
suffice, 

(13)  Hardware  Solution  Syndrome.  Too  often  the  Army  seeks 
hardware  solutions  to  problems  where  the  best  solutions  may  be 
found  In  doctrinal,  tactical,  training,  or  organizational  fixes, 

(14)  Responsiveness,  In  most  Army  studies,  the  Identifica- 
tion of  new  or  changed  alternatives  occurs  during  the  study  de- 
spite efforts  at  early  definition.  Study  techniques  generally 
preclude  rapid  response  to  new  study  directions,  and  the  study 
team  (especially  the  cost  analysis  element)  becomes  the  critical 
path  In  a delay  in  critical  milestones  In  order  to  study  the  new 
alternative, 

(15)  PT/QT  and  COEA  Timing.  Current  regulations  require  a 
COEA  to  be  produced  1 n time  to  support  each  major  acquisition  de- 
cision milestone,  Operational  testing  activities  are  similarly 
timed,  Thus,  It  frequently  occurs  that  the  DT/OT  findings  are  de- 
veloped too  late  to  be  accounted  for  In  the  COEA, 

(15)  Surrogate  Decisionmaking.  Analysts  tend  to  drive  a 
study  to  the  point  where  the  decisionmaker  is  presented  with  a 
supportable  best  choice  to  makei  1 *e, t any  other  choice  requires 
that  the  analysis  be  refuted,  Instead,  the  analysis  should  illu- 
minate the  pros  and  cons  of  the  alternatives  in  a fashion  which 
allows  the  decisionmaker  to  apply  his  own  judgment  to  select  a 
preferred  solution. 
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e.  Quality  Assurance  and  Review 


(1)  Contractor  vs  In-house  Quality.  The  quality  of  studies 
performed  by  Army  in-house  resources  is  perceived  to  be  inferior 
to  that  which  could  be  produced  by  selected  contractors, 

(2)  Inconsistency,  There  is  a noticeable  tendency  for 
studies  dune  In  connection  with  an  item  system  to  be  disturbingly 
Inconsistent  In  Important  aspects  with  other  studies  of  different 
item  systems,  particularly  with  regard  to  assumptions  and  environ- 
ments, This  leads  to  loss  of  Army  credibility  with  higher  level 
reviewing  elements  of  QSD,  QMB,  and  Congress  (whose  Institutional 
memories  are  relatively  long), 

(3)  Threat  Tailoring  and  Conservatism.  Threats  established 
for  conduct  of  Army  studies  in  the  past  have  proved  to  be  consis- 
tently understated  (i.e,,  predicted  future  enemy  capability  was 
always  surpassed  In  actuality)  and,  In  addition,  have  varied  In 
co  e^t  an(j  capability  between  studies  done  In  approximately  the 
Si.  . i.meframe.  Threats  used  in  Army  studies  are  rarely  reactive 
to  the  weapon  system  being  studied.  Furthermore,  the  analysis 
community  has  done  little  In  the  way  of  parametric  variation  of 
threat  capability  during  a study  in  order  to  discover  weapon  sys- 
tem weaknesses  or  break  points, 

(4)  Suppressed  Alternatives.  In  Army  studies,  most  of  the 
alternative  solutions  to  materiel  requirements  appear  to  be  dif- 
ferences without  distinction  or  variations  on  the  same  theme. 

Truly  different  ways  of  solving  a problem  (e.g,,  antitank  guided 
missile  vs  attack  helicopters)  are  rarely  exposed,  much  less  ob- 
jectively analyzed, 

(5)  Military  Assumptions.  In  some  studies,  assertions  of  a 
doctrinal  nature,  which  appear  as  assumptions,  overly  drive  the 
content,  methodology,  and  conclusions  of  the  study, 

(ti)  Affordability.  Arn\y  studies  rarely  contain  Information 
regarding  the  affordability  of  the  Item  under  study  w ;h  respect 
to  the  out. -year  cost  of  its  procurement  or  operation  In  the  field. 
In  most  cases,  affordability  judgments  are  limited  to  the  Impact 
of  a new  program  on  current  or  near  term  budgets, 

(?)  Staff  $ t udy.  Objectivity.  There  exists  a perception  that 
Army  Staff  studies  lack  analytical  basis  and,  as  a result,  fre- 
quently lack  objectivity. 
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(8)  Peer  Review,  Much  better  utilization  of  the  techniques 
embodied  In  the  peer  review  process  should  be  made  at  all  levels 
of  Army  analysis  where  products  are  Initiated, 

(9)  Product  Quality  Standards.  Nowhere  In  the  Army  studies 
and  analysis  community  does  there  exist  a universally  accepted  set 
of  standards  of  Quality  for  study  products.  Such  a set  of  stan- 
dards should  be  developed  and  enforced. 


C-IQ 


APPENDIX  D 
DATA 

TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


CHAPTER 

PAGE 

I. 

Summary  Pat#  Highlights 

0-1-1 

Scope 

0-1-1 

Personnel 

0-1-2 

General  Schedule  (Gs)  plitrlhutlon 

0-1-6 

Study  Program  * FV  78 

0-1-7 

Study  Program  - FV  79 

0-1-1 

3 

Estimated  Program  Cost  - FV  78 

0-1-1 

9 

II. 

Army  Hide  Roll-up 

0-II- 

Scope 

0-11- 

Personnel 

p-lt- 

Study  Program  * F¥  78 

O-II- 

l 

Study  Program  - FV  79 

O-II- 

4 

III. 

HQ  DA  Roll-up 

O-III 

-1 

Scope 

O-ITI-1 

Personnel 

O-JII-2 

Study  Program  - FV  78 

0-1 J 1-9 

>V. 

SSA/FOA  Roll-up 

0-IV- 

1 

Scope 

0-1V- 

Personnel 

0-IV- 

i 

St  'y  Program  - FV  7ii 

o-iv* 

9 

V. 

OAHCCH  (Study  Activities)  Roll-up 

O-V-l 

Scope 

D-*  -1 

Partonnel 

D-V-R 

SU.Jy  P-ogram  - FV  78 

D-V-8 

VI. 

OARCOH  (Other  Activities)  Roll-up 

O-Vi-j 

Scope 

o-yj-1 

Personnel 

P-VI-2 

Study  j rogram  * FV  70 

O-VI-9 

VII. 

TRAPOC  Roll -up 

0-VIM 

Scopo 

0-VII 

-1 

Personnel 

0 vi  r 

*2 

Study  Program  * FV  7C 

0-VII' 

*9 

VIII. 

WACOM  (Other)  Roll-up 

D-VIII-1 

Scope 

0-VII  1*1 

Personnel 

O-VIII-Z 

Study  Program  - Ft  78 

0-VII 

■4 

Awte*  I - Qu9st1o'”ti,re 

O-IS-1 

i 

CHAPTER  I 


SUMMARY  DATA  HIGHLIGHTS 

!•  S£2fi*»  This  chanter  conUlns  resourca  and  study  urogram  statis- 
tics^rthe  Army  analytic  community,  Thk  dati  Is  stratified  to 
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for  conducting  studies  and  analysis,  Statistics  ere  also  presented 
which  characterize  the  thru*;  of  the  Army's  1978  end  plennad  1979 
study  programs. 
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The  first  figure  Is  the  number  of  military  assigned;  the  second  figure  Is  the  percent  of 
professionals  assigned  which  are  military. 

Transformation  of  military  grade  to  civilian  £5;  COL  « 15-5,  LTC  = 14-5,  MAJ  = 13.5,  CPT  = 12.5 
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Small  units  Include:  team,  company,  battalion  task  force. 
Functions  Include  both  combat  support  and  combat  service  support 
Large  units  include:  division,  corps,  theater  force. 


Distribution  of  work  {THU)  for  F¥  78  by  type  force  and  primary  Issue  studied. 
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Distribution  of  work  (Tlfi)  for  FY  78  by  type  force  and  primary  Issue  studied. 
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Continued. 

Distribution  of  vork  ( fMM)  vor  FY  78  by  type  force  and  primary  issue  studied 


9 by  period  work  first  affects  operational 
f system/ function  examined. 


Distribution  of  work  (TMM)  for  FY  79  by  type  force  and  primary  Issue  studied. 
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Estimated  Cost  of  Army  Studies  and  Analysis 


Estimated  Cost  of  Arn*y  Studies  and  Analysis  for  FY  78  ($K) 
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Estimated  Cost  of  Army  Studies  and  Analysis  for  FY  78  ($K) 
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CHAPTER  II 
ARMY  HIDE  ROUL-UP 


1.  Scope.  This  chapter  contains  a roll-up  of  Army  studies  and  analysis 
personnel  and  study  program  statistics, 


2,  Personnel 

a*  Distribution  of  position  categories  of  professions!  employees. 
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g.  Distribution  os  nr  year*  employed  in  current  organisation  (or  directly 
precedent  organisations ) . 
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h,  Distribution  of  education  level  of  professional  staff 


rVil 


Highest 

Education  bevel 

High  School 

4-yr  college  degree 
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grad  level  credit 

1 grad  degree 

2 or  more  grad  degree 
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It  Distribution  of  fields  of  education, 


Primary  fields 
of  Education 
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Total 

Operations  Research 

119 

101 

220 

Math/Stet/Computer  Sciences 
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i,  Dietributioa  at  tlae  nine*  leet  font**  education 
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k.  piatributiun  at  ration*  fat  profeeaional  civilian*  leaving  the 
organiaetion  (two  year  per tod) . 
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Of  the  128  personnel  who  left,  105  trtre  reported  probated 


3,  Study  Program  - FV  78 

a,  Period  during  which  work  could  first  effect  the  operational  capabilities 
of  Army  forces  in  the  field. 


FY  Period 

1 In  » House 

Contr 

m 

Nr 

TMMI 

rw? 

NR 

1978 

1979 

1980  - 1990 

1991  - 2000 

Other 

Total 

267 

207 

736 

29 

2 

1,240 

3,888 

3,369 

16,408 

1,461 

16 

24,141 

873 

2,467 

18,061 

1,791 

0 

23,172 

18 

26 

118 

7 

0 

169 

t 

b.  Distribution  of  work  primarily  applicable  to  type  Army  Forces 


* 

In-House 

Contra 

pt 

Type 

NR 

TMM 

, (it) 

NR 

Heavy  Forces 

160 

1,414 

716 

23 

light  Forces 

61 

604 

417 

8 

All  Kinds  of  Forces 

804 

18,806 

18,700 

105 

Hot  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

215 

3,317 

3,539 

23 

1.  To  convert  In-house  TNM  to  $(K)»  multiply  by  $4,167(K). 

2.  To  convert  contract  ${K)  to  TMM,  divide  by  J75(K). 
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c,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  source  of  work  requirement, 


8ource  of  Work  Requirement 
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ct 

NR 
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Other 

10 
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d.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  objectives  of  the  actlvltea 
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Activity  . _ . 
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current  issue 
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underlying  nature  of,  and 
relations  among,  elements  of 
the  systems  being  examined 

147 

4,456 

225 

2 

Other 

87 

2,066 

0 

0 

p-n-9 


■gjMSMm £&i£ 


e.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  nature  of  the  vrteary 
issue  involved. 
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3 

Evaluation  of  systems  effectiveness. 
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Other 
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30 

f ♦ Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Study  Categories"  used  by  OSD. 
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82 
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30 
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3 

36 

0 

0 

9. 

Other 

8 
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g,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "bevel  of  Conflict"  involved, 


S Contract  1 
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NR 
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NR  J 
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52 
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Combat  Forces 

287 
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4,968 
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h.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  level  of  systems  that 
were  examined* 
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ract 

System  bevel 

TMM 

"W) 

NR 

Hardware  or  personnel  or  procedures 
aspects  of  items  (sub-item). 
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61 

Item, 

284 

2,473 

817 

30 

Small  unite,  teams,  task  forces, 

72 

1,786 

313 

9 

Vertically  integrated  system  of 
items  to  accomplish  functional  obj. 

380 

6,600 

8814 

150 

barge  organisations— divisions  & corps. 

53 

1,594 

1583 

2 
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Other 
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i,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Capability  Category"  involved. 


CAPCA 
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Fire  Support 
Air  Defense 
Other  Combat  Support 
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ISTA  (Intelligence,  Surveillance  ft  Target 
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Combat  Service  Support 
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4.  Study  Program  - PY  79 

ft.  Period  during  which  work  could  first  affect  the  operational  capabilities 
of  Amy  forces  in  the  field* 
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b.  Distribution  of  work  primarily  applicable  to  type  Aray  Forces 
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Cf  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  source  of  work  requirement. 
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d,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  objectives  of  the  actlvltes, 
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e.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  nature  of  the  primary 
issue  Involved, 
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Individual  and  aeell  unit  training, 
formulation  of  nw  doctrine,  tactics, 

technique]. 

Determination  of  whether  a class  of 
ay etas  is  warranted, 

analysis  of  what  kind  of  spates  la 
required. 

Determination  of  eyetes  performance, 

Definition  of  the  environsaota  of 
use  of  Any  ays  teas, 

« 

Threat  aeaeassente, 

Analysis  of  costa, 

Evaluation  of  ayatesa  effactivenaaa. 

Other 


f«  Distribution  of  work  pr<**raa  according  to  Kltudy  Cat«gortaaM  used  by 


Contrac 


103 

3,231 

6693 

16 

276 

4,608 

3244 

39 

36 

690 

670 

11 

747 

861 

H 

30 

793 

290Q 

2 

281 

6,269 

3662 

18 

6,436 

6087 

23 

1,  Hanpowar  A Paraonnal 
1*  Concapta  A Plana 
),  Operations  A Pores  Structure 
A,  Installations  A logistics 
S,  Iciance,  Tech,  Bystana  A tqutp 
A,  ttaoageaaat 
pc  Intelligence 

I,  lotarnational  Security 
9.  Other 

0-1 


fDVKM| 


g.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Level  of  Conflict"  involved . 


! In-House 

I Contract  1 

level 

NB 

WES a 

mim 

NR 

Conventional 

427 

11,562 

8,824 

66 

Conventional-Chemical 

85 

2,149 

769 

7 

Convent ional-Chealcel- 
Nuelear 

341 

9,017 

12,669 

36 

Not  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

254 

5,307 

7,415 

30 

h,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  level  of  eyeteme  that 
vert  examined. 


- In 

- House 

Cant 

tact 

System  Level 

HR 

TMH 

Nfi; 

Hardware  or  personnel  or  procedures 
aspects  of  items  (aub-ltea) , 

296 

8,922 

18084 

47 

Item, 

239 

2,976 

1309 

26 

Small  unite,  teams,  task  forces. 

66 

2,014 

645 

9 

Vertically  integrated  ayatea  of 
iteaa  to  accomplish  functional  obj , 

3d2 

7,823 

6593 

36 

Largs  organisations— divisions  A corps, 

• 

46 

1,918 

1591 

3 

Army  force  structure,  theater 
forces,  Joint  forces. 

47 

1,908 

1300 

4 

Other 

89 

2,476 

174 

1 

4,,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  ’’Capability  Category”  involved. 


in-house 

Contract  1 

CAP CAT 

NR 

TMK 

$ 00 

NR 

Close  Combat 

132 

3,161 

566 

7 

Fire  Support 

87 

1,803 

1,037 

27 

Air  Defense 

42 

1,396 

602 

8 

Other  Combat  Support 

69 

2,606 

1,067 

7 

Command  Systems 

21 

377 

1,616 

4 

ISTA  (Intelligence,  Surveillance  & Target 
Acquisition) 

41' 

1,389 

5,380 

10 

Combat  Service  Support 

192 

f 

3,428 

1,845 

11 

Other  togietlcs 

46 

1,497 

626 

4 

Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

1 

12 

0 

0 

Research  (6.1) 

17 

1,216 

1,661 

3 

Program  Wide  Support 

399 

9,906 

14,699 

43 

Other 

JSL 

uM... 

-ML- 

JL 

0-11-18 


4 Distribution  of  work  uncording  to  the  TRaDOC  Battlefield  Development 
4*  Plan  (BDP) » 


BDF  Element 

in 

- House 

Cont 

ract 

NR 

TMM 

W 

NR 

Surveillauce/Fusion 

32 

1,521 

420 

3 

Interdiction 

11 

254 

155 

1 

Force 

Force  Mobility 

95 

4.110 

6782 

18 

Generation 

Reconstitution 

53 

5]3 

260 

2 

C3/W 

26 

513 

1780 

6 

Subtotal 

217 

6,911 

9397 

29 

Target  Servicing 

193 

4,081* 

1368 

30 

Suppress ion/Counterfire 

32 

462 

248 

6 

Central 

» 

Battle 

Air  Defense 

44 

1,480 

596 

7 

Support 

446 

7,838 

7454 

26 

c3/bw 

34 

1,024 

3110 

11 



Subtotal 

749 

14,886 

12775 

80 

Other 

141 

6,239 

7624 

20 

Total 

1107 

28,036 

29696 

129 

D-U-19 


appendix  d 

DATA 

CHAPTER  HI 
HQDA 


1.  Scope.  This  chapter  contains  a roll-up  of  personnel  and  FY  7fl 
contract  study  program  statistics  for  Headquarters,  Department  of 

follows;  The  m e]enlents  1n‘1ude*  1n & rof l-u^Sre  as 


a.  OCSA,  SMO 
B,  OCSA,  PAED 

c.  ODSOPS,  Tech  Adv. 

d.  aqsrqa,  SRAQi  Scl  Adv, 

e.  QACSI,  Red  Team 

f.  ODSPER,  SMO 

g.  QDSLOQ,  SMO 

h.  ODUSA  (OR) 


D-IJM 


ift'iiNififcf 


2.  Personnel 

a*  Distribution  of  position  categories  of  professional  employees 


Position 

Kr  Persons  \ 

Category 

Mil 

wmmm 

Total 

Managers 

3 

l 

4 

Supervisors 

6 

7 

13 

Analysts 

49 

16 

66 

Total 

1 

E 

i 

b.  Distribution  of  grade  level  of 


. Grade 


GS-5 

7 


Civilian 


Nr  Person 


ant  professional  staff 


lltary 

Grade 

Nr  Persons 

2d  IT 

0 

1st  IT 

0 

CPI 

0 

MAJ 

19 

1TC 

32  . 

COD 

7 

8G 

0 

lpn 

3 

e«  Distribution  of  nr  years  professional  experience  in  specialty » 


I*  Distribution  of  fields  of  education. 


I 


Primary  Fields 
of  Education 

Hr 

Parsons 

1 

K31 

Civ 

JK3339 

Operations  Research 

25  j 

2 

27 

Kath/Stat/Computer  Sciences 

3 

3 

6 

Pbysics/Chem 

0 

5 

5 

Other  Experiment  Sciences 

1 

0 

1 

EnS  (EEp  ME f ABf  CE*  Xnd  E,  etc*) 

15 

4 

19 

Economics 

0 

1 

1 

Military  Sciences 

0 

• 

0 

0 

Sociology 

0 

Psychology 

1 

1 

2 

Pol  Science 

2 

2 

Rlatory/Geography 

0 

2 

2 

Art  k Hunanitites 

1 

0 

1 

Other  Social  Sciences 

0 

0 

0 

Business 

3 

4 

7 

Other 

7 

2 

9 

3,  Study  Program  * FY  78, 


if  Period  during  which  work  could  first  effect  the  operational  capabilities 
of  Army  forces  in  the  field. 


FY  Perio 

1978 

1979 

1980  - 1990 
1991  - 2000 


Total 


K Distribution  of  work  primarily  applicable  to  type  Amy  Forces 


Contract 


In-Bous-; 


m TMM 


Heavy  Forces 
light  Forces 
All  Finds  of  Forces 


Not  Applicable  to 
Coahat  Forces 


c,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  aource  of  work  requirement. 


Source  of  Work  Requirement 


Mif  initiated  aa  implicit  in  miaaio 
Specifically  directed  by  higher  HQ 
Response  to  requests  for  assistance 
Other 


d,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  objectives  of  the  ectivitea, 


e,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  nature  of  tha  primary 
issue  involved. 


ft* 

- House 

Contract  I 

|»aue 

J® 

m 

NR 

Peraonnol  selection,  recruitment  and  assign- 
seat. 

248 

2 

Individual  and  small  unit  training, 

167 

4 

Formulation  of  new  doctrine,  tactics, 
techniques. 

27 

1 

Determination  of  whether  s clsa#  of 
system  is  warranted. 

0 

0 

Analysis  of  whet  kind  of  system  is 
required, 

• 

169 

4 

Determination  of  system  performance, 

* 

149 

1 

Definition  of  the  environments  Of 
use  of  Army  systems. 

100 

1 

* a 

Threat  eases scent a. 

179 

3 

Analysis  of  casta. 

0 

0 

Evaluation  of  systems  effectiveness, 

780 

1755 

5 

9 

Other 

f.  Distribution  of  work  program  accord  log  to  “Study  Categories"  u««d  by  OSD, 


Study  flatssor r 

in  - 

House 

Contract  1 

nr 

THH 

5<K1 

nr 

1, 

Manpower  A Personnel 

385 

4 

i. 

Concepts  A Plane 

695 

5 

3. 

Opera clone  A Force  Itsucture 

1411 

10 

4, 

TesteUetlone  A logistics 

419 

1 

3. 

Acience,  Ieoh,  Syataee  A Equip 

1059 

7 

if 

Management 

480 

1 

7. 

InteUiAsnce 

- * 

99 

» 

a. 

lot erne Clonal  Security 

0 

0 

17 

1 

t. 

Other 

D-JIMi 


g#  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Level  of  Conflict"  involved. 

\ 


i In-House 

1 Contract  i 

Level 

NR 

TMM 

w 

NR 

Conventional 

633 

7 

Convent lonel-Cbemlcal 

419 

1 

Conventional-Chemical* 

Nuclear 

777 

5 

Not  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

2435 

17 

b.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  tbs  level  of  system*  that 
vers  examined. 


In 

» House 

Coat 

ract 

System  Level 

NS 

TMM 

"R0 

NR 

Hardware  or  personnel  or  procedures 
aspects  of  items  (sub-item) . 

797 

9 

Item, 

0 

0 

Small  units,  teams,  task  forces. 

0 

Q 

Vertically  integrated  system  of 
items  to  accomplish  functional  obj , 

2343 

11 

Largs  organisations— divisions  6 corps* 

0 

0 

Army  force  structure,  chaster 
forces,  joint  forces* 

629 

3 

Other 

715 

7 

O-UJ-12 


Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  ’'Capability  Category"  involved. 


CAPCAT 

Xn-Bouse 

Contract  i 

TMM 

$ (K) 

w 

Close  Combat 

334 

3 

Fire  Support 

58 1 

5 

Air  Defense 

0 

0 

Other  Combat  Support 

246 

1 

Command  Systems 

695 

5 

ISTA  (Intelligence,  Surveillance  & Target 

f 

0 

0 

Acquisition) 

Combat  Service  Support 

t 

419 

1 

Other  logistics 

Q 

0 

Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

0 

0 

Research  (6,1) 

0 

0 

Program  Vida  Support 

1629 

a 

Other 

560 

7 

APPENDIX  D 
DATA 

CHAPTER  IV 
SSA/FQA  ROLL-UP 


1*  Scope.  This  chapter  contains  a roll-up  of  personnel  and 
FY  78  study  program  statistics  for  Field  Operating  Agencies  (FOA) 
and  Staff  Support  Agencies  (SSA),  The  organizations  (elements 
with  study  missions)  included  In  the  roll-up  ere  as  follows: 

a.  SSI 

b.  USACAA 

c.  USANCA 

d.  USAROAISA 

e.  USALEA 

f.  US AAR I 

g.  USAHILPERCEN 

h.  USAREC 
1.  ESC 


'rc 


g.  Distribution  of  nr  yeera  employed  In  current  orgsnisstion  (or  directly 
precedent  orgenisetions ) , 


Nr  Years 

1 Nr  Persons ] 

Mil 

Civ 

mmrnvmi 

0-3 

177 

271 

448 

O 

t 

0 

83 

83 

ll  - 15 

0 

79 

79 

16  - 20 

0 

20 

20 

21  - 25 

0 

9 

9 

Over  23 

0 

11 

11 

h,  Distribution  of  cducstion  level  of  professions!  staff, 


Highest 

kkki 

ir  Persona  1 

Education  Level 

Km 

Civ 

High  School 

i 

65 

66 

4-yr  college  degree 

17 

64 

71 

College  degree  + 
grad  level  credit 

21 

68 

89 

1 grad  degree 

117 

117 

234 

2 or  more  grad  degree 

21 

* 

169 

190 

D-1V-5 


U Distribution  of  fields  of  education* 


Primary  Fields 

" 1 

of  Education 

Civ 

wmmsmm 

Operations  Research 

36 

11 

47 

Math/Stat/Coaputer  Sciences 

19 

82 

101 

Physics/Chem 

8 

9 

17 

Other  Experlmenal  Sciences 

4 

2 

6 

Eng  (BB|  ME,  AS,  GE*  Xnd  S,  etc*) 

24 

37 

61 

Economics 

1 

13 

14 

Military  Sciences 

8 

* 

6 

14 

Sociology 

3 

. 9 

12 

Psychology 

7 

198 

205 

Pol  Science  , 

12 

13 

25 

History /Geography 

7 

7 

14 

Art  i ttumanitltes 

1 

3 . 

4 

Other  Social  Sciences 

7 

10 

17 

Business 

21 

32 

S3 

Other 

14 

i 

41 

6$ 

I - - ■ 

I 

k 0-IV-6 


1 


4,  Distribution  of  ti*»  alnc*  Uit  tontl  «4ue«tio*. 


— 

J . El± 

tsieas 

Ul 

■T3H 

■ Ill'll 

o - a 

71 

164 

225 

a - 1 

40 

68 

128 

4 - 10 

31 

66 

129 

U - 20 

as 

67 

122 

Ovor  ao 

10 

36 

46 

k.  Distribution  of  rutoni  for  ptofwiltwl  civilians  isavia*  tks 
OT|«ntMtioQ  (two  jrssr  psr(od). 


H22X 

wnrsiii  m^rosni 

MJH9 

133 

44 

38 

it 

13 

1.  Of  th#  44  parwuiol  who  lift  for  promotion,  36  wars  reported 
prose tod. 


3.  Study  Program  - FY  78 

4,  Period  during  which  work  could  first  Affect  the  operational  capabilities 
of  Amy  forces  in  the  field. 


PY  Period 

—El 

- House 

Contr 

let 1 

En 

HK£iIKJ 

mm.wm 

mem 

1978 

36 

715 

155 

2 

1979 

1 

4 

30 

1 

1980  - 1990 

108 

4,821 

7,240 

23 

1991  - 2000 

21 

1,053 

0 

0 

Total 

166 

6,693 

7,425 

26 

t 

b.  Distribution  of  work  primarily  applicable  to  type  Army  Forces 


• 

Contra 

pt 

Typa 

Km 

Him 

§ 

1 

HR 

Heavy  Forces 

i 

24 

0 

0 

bight  Forces 

i 

2 

0 

0 

All  Kinds  of  Forces 

143 

5,988 

7,240 

23 

Hot  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

21 

569 

IBS 

3 

1.  To  convert  In-house  TW  to  $(K),  multiply  by  $4.167{K). 

2,  To  convert  contract  $(K)  to  TMN,  divide  by  $76(K), 


D-IV-9 


c.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  source  of  work  requirement 


iKsa.nani 


Source  of  Work  Requirement 


Self  initiated  as  ieplicit  in  niseior  36  I960  2589 
Specifically  directed  by  higher  HQ  37  2397  471] 
Response  to  requests  for  assistance  92  2240  0 
Other  1 6 


d.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  objectives  of  the  actlvltes 


Activit 


Solve  specific  problea/illuainete  a 
current  issue 

Improve  analysis  methods,  tools, 
models,  etc. 

Acquire  new  experimental  facts 
for  data  bases, 

Expand  basic  knowledge  of  the 
underlying  nature  of,  end 
reletion*  among,  elements  of 
the  systems  being  examined 

Other 


- House 

NR 

TMM 

84 

2,821 

50 

1,666 

1 

11 

24 

1,888 

7 

207 

mm 


0 1 


a.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  nature  of  the  primary 
iaaue  involved . 


Contrac 


TIIiDBl 


Personnel  selection,  racruitmant  and  assign-  25  872 

■ant- 


Individual  and  email  unit  training. 

Formulation  of  new  doctrine,  tsetice, 
tfechaiquoa, 

Sataraiaation  of  whathar  a claaa  of 
system  la  warranted, 

Analysis  of  what  kind  of  eyate*  ia 
required. 

Determination  of  eyataa  performance. 

Definition  of  the  anvironmasta  of 
uaa  of  a ray  eyatesa, 

* 

Threat  assessment a. 

Analyst*  of  eoate. 

Evaluation  of  system*  effactiveasM, 
Other 


12  1,526 


65 

14 

879 

2,222 


1244  3 

0 

0 0 
0 0 
361  2 

510 


f«  Distribution  of  work  ptwgrea  according  to  “Study  Categories*  used  hy  DSD, 


1,  Manpower  I Personnel 

2,  Concept*  4 Him 

3,  Oparatioaa  4 Fates  Stricture 

4,  inatailationa  4 Logistics 

5,  Scianca,  Tech,  systems  4 Bjuip 

6,  Management 

7,  Intelligence 

I,  International  Security 
9,  Othar 


34 

1,789 

2,539 

11 

11 

627 

j 

671 

1 

37 

1.468  | 

155 

3 

6 

335 

0 

0 

10 

1.218 

4,044 

10 

SO 

634 

16 

1 

3 

69  ’ 

0 

0 

2 

26 

0 

0 

6 

627  | 

0 

0 

a-iv*u 


g,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Level  a'i  Conflict"  Involved, 


1 In-Nouse 

! Contract 

Level 

NR 

Ftm 

mxm 

Conventional 

51 

1633 

155 

2 

Convent ional-Chenicai 

1 

1 

m 

0 

Convent ional-Cbeaical- 
Nuclear 

48 

3349 

7,069 

20 

Not  Applicable  to 

Coabat  Porcea 

66 

1010 

201 

4 

b.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  level  of  systems  that 
vara  exeaincd , 


In 

- House 

Cent 

ract" 

System  Level 

NR 

TMM 

TP 

NR 

Hardware  or  personnel  or  procedures 
eepecta  of  items  (oub-itea). 

45 

3,201 

7254 

22 

Use, 

45 

263 

16 

1 

Small  unite,  teams,  task  forcae. 

3 

129 

0 

Vertically  integrated  syetaa  of 
items  to  accomplish  functional  obj , 

30 

1.097 

166 

3 

Large  -*r  sanitations— divieiona  & corps. 

6 

217 

o 

0 

Amy  force  structure,  theater 
forces,  joint  forces. 

24 

1,272 

0 

0 

Other 

17 

307 

0 

0 

S-iV-12 


k 


i.  Distribution  of  v.ork  program  according  to  "Capability  Category"  involved. 


CAPCAT 

Close  Combat 
Fire  Support 
Air  Defense 
Other  Combat  Support 
Command  Systems 

fSTA  (Intelligence,  Surveillance  & Target 
Acquisition) 

Combat  Service  Support 

Other  logistics 

Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

* 

Research  (6,1) 

Program  Wide  Support 


1 Contract 

NR 

TMM 

mmsi 

NR 

5 

146 

0 

Q 

7 

181 

0 

0 

1 

4 

0 

0 

10 

121 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 • 

113 

0 

0 

9 

« 

82 

0 

0 

& 

128 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

120 

155 

2 

62 

5,116 

7,115 

24 

583 

0 

JL 

Other 


Distribution  of  work  according  to  the  TBADOC  Battlefield  Development 
Plan  (BDP) ♦ 


force 

Generation 


BDP  Element 


Survaillance/Fualon 
Interdiction 
Force  Mobility 
Reconstitution 
C3  /EW 


" House 


NR 


3 


Contract 


NR 


no 

0 

0 

2,244 

6236  i 

i 

17  1 

i 

l 

11 

3 

Q 

0 

H 

Subtotal  30  2,368  6236  17 


\J 


Central 

Battle 


Target  Servicing 

Suppreaaion/Counterflro 

Air  Defense 

Support 

C3/W 


Other 


63  1,013 


Subtotal  77  1.674 


59  2,651  340  6 


APPENDIX  D 
DATA 

CHAPTER  V 
DARCQM 

1.  Scope.  This  chapter  contains  a roll-up  of  personnel  and  FY  78 
study  program  statistics  for  Headquarters  DARCOM,  DARCOM  Readiness 
and  R&D  Commands  and  study  agencies.  The  DARCOM  organizations 
(elements  with  study  mission)  Included  In  the  roll-up  are  as 
follows: 

a.  HQ  DARCOM,  SA  Dlv. 

b.  HQ  DARCQM,  BSI 

c.  AARCOM 

d.  CERCOM 

e.  MIRCOM 

f.  TARCOM 

g.  TSARCOM 

h.  ARRADCOM 
1.  AVRADCOM 

j.  CORADCOM 

k.  ERADCOM 

l.  MERADCOM 

m.  MIRADCOM 

n.  NARADCOM 

o.  TARADCOM 
P,  AMSAA 


D-V-l 


£ » « 0 
f ■ 

*>  - ' 


•'  ' '1 
i 

- J 


' fl 


2.  Personnel 

«»  Distribution  of  position  categories  of  professional  employees 


Position 


Wr  Persona 


Managers 

6 

46 

52 

Supervisors 

4 

61 

65 

Analysts 

43 

544 

587 

Total 

53 

651 

704 

b.  Distribution  of  grade  level  of  incumbent  professional  staff. 


I Civilian  1 

i Grade  | Nr  Persons 

GS-5 

2 

7 

6 

9 

19 

ll 

CO 

FK 

12 

201 

13 

205  • 

14 

89 

13 

45 

16 

4 

17 

1 

18 

1 

liHtax 


Grade 
2d  IT 
let  IT 
CPT 
MAJ 
ITC 
COD 
50 


Hr  Persuns 
3 
9 

n 

13 

7 

10 

0 

0 


I 


O-V-2 


e.  Distribution  of  nr  years  professional  experience  in  specialty. 


Nr  Years 

Actual  Experience 
in  Specialty 

» 

r Persons 

Mil 

Civ 

Total 

0-5 

15 

228 

243 

6-10 

15 

188 

203 

ll  - 15 

7 

120 

127 

16  - 20 

5 

54 

59 

21  - 25 

5 

35 

40 

Over  25 

6 

26 

32 

f.  Distribution  of  nr  years  experience  in  specialty  in  private  sector. 


f Nr  Persons 

Nr  Years 

Mil 

Civ 

Total 

0 

44 

484 

- 

528 

0 — 1 

5 

82 

87 

6-10 

0 

41 

41 

11  - 15 

3 

26 

29 

16  - 2Q 

9 • 

10 

21  - 25 

0 

4 

4 

Over  25 

0 

6 

5 

O-V-4 


-•»*•**  ’ — “ • ■-  t .(  » . y.  • '.K*  » ■ ->.  f «*■  ‘f*  — • — «Wv~ J 


g,  Distribution  of  nr  years  employed  in  current  organisation  (or  directly 
precedent  organisations). 


Nr  Years 

Nr  Persons 

Mil 

Civ 

Total 

0 - 3 

53 

309 

362 

6 - IQ 

0 

249 

249 

11  - 15 

0 

48 

48 

16  - 20 

0 

21 

21 

21  - 25 

0 

10 

10 

Over  25 

0 

14 

14 

h,  Distribution  of  education  level  of  professional  staff, 


Highest 

Sir  Persons  ! 

Education  bevel 

Mil 

Civ 

Total 

High  School 

1 

6 

7 

4-yr  college  degree 

14 

265 

279 

College  degree  + 
grad  level  credit 

8 

79 

87 

1 grad  degree 

24 

231 

255 

2 or  more  grad  degree 

6 

i 

66 

72 

Other 

0 

4 

4 

P-V-5 


i.  Distribution  of  fields  of  education. 


Primary  Fields 
of  Education 

Operations  Research 

Meth/S tat /Computer  Sciences 

Physic a/Chem 

Other  Experimenal  Sciences 
Eng  (EE,  ME,  AE,  CS,  Ind  E, 
Economics 

Military  Sciences 
Sociology 

Psychology 
Pol  Science 
fiiatory/Geography 
Art  k Eumaoltltes 
Other  Social  Sciences 
Business 


wmm* 

i 

Civ 

HU 

6 

29 

35 

7 

263 

270 

6 

111 

116 

1 

4 

5 

17 

194 

211 

1 

a 

a 

1 

* 

6 

. 1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

12 

13 

25 

16 


20 


Other 


j,  Jttatrltmtlon  of  tlaa  a lnc«  Uac  formal  aducatiao, 


Hr  Yaara  Sine*  Enployea  Attandad 
Any  Accraditad  Collaga/Unlvaraity, 
and  SucoaaafuUy  Conplatad  a Couraa 
That  Would  Kornally  laault  in 


laimsmu 


d - 10 

,u  - so  . 

Qvar  SO 


Dla tributton  of  raaaona  for  profaaaioaai  eivlllana  lowing  tba 
organisation  (two  yaar  parfod) , 


1 KBBBBfflH  HHBRHBBHfifll 

For  Ret ir inant 

45 

35 

23 

u 

1.  Of  tho  45  porsonnel  who  lift  for  promotion*  35  wara  caportad  promoted. 


3.  Study  Program  - FY  78 

4,  Period  during  which  work  could  first  effect  the  operational  capabilities 
of  Army  forces  in  the  field. 


mu 

Nr 

■EiTHil 

wmmm 

1 -HR  1 

1978 

128 

1697 

432 

■ ■ 
■ ■ 

1979 

105 

905 

1198 

15 

1980  - 1990 

348 

3915 

3542 

46 

1991  - 2000 

22 

1345 

857 

4 

Total 

603 

7862 

6029 

75 

h.  Distribution  of  work  primarily  applicable  to  type  Artsy  Forces 


% ! 

1 In-House 

! Coutrs 

P.t_ ,i 

. Type  _ 

Kk 

TMM 

BKJt'CJH 

■a 

Heavy  Force* 

112 

834 

466 

21 

tight  Forces 

32 

257 

80 

3 

All  kinds  of  Force* 

368 

5951 

5301 

46 

Not  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

91 

820 

182 

5 

1.  To  convert  In-house  TMM  to  $(K),  multiply  by  $4.167{K). 

2.  To  convert  contract  ${K)  to  TMN»  divide  by  $78 (K). 


D-V-9 


c.  Distribution  of  vork  program  according  to  aourca  of  work  requirement. 


wmrmmi 

CM 

■H3 

wr 

HE 

seif  initiated  a*  lapliclt  in  missiot 

275 

4005 

3361 

42 

Specifically  directed  by  higher  HQ 

210 

2484 

472 

18 

Response  to  requests  for  assistance 

113 

1336 

782 

6 

otbsr 

5 

37 

814 

9 

(},  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  objective*  of  the  activitss. 


In 

» House 

Contract  1 

Activity 

HE 

macrrnm | 

VIOI 

HR 

Solve  specific  probiem/iiiunlnat*  a 
currant  issue 

394 

4395 

4532 

44 

Improve  analysis  Kathode,  tools, 
medals,  etc, 

80 

976 

635 

18 

Acquire  nev  experimental  facts 
for  data  bases. 

25 

1192 

762 

12 

Expand  basic  knowledge  of  the 
underlying  nature  of,  end 
relations  among,  elements  of 
the  oyetesui  being  examined 

74 

1050 

100 

1 

other 

30 

249 

0 

0 

i 

j — n r 

& 

I 

|| 
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•«  Diatribution  of  work  prograa  according  to  tha  oatura  of  tha  primary 
iaaus  involved . 


Paraoonal  aalactioo,  recruicaeot  and  mt|o>  3 
sent, 

Individual  and  mil  unit  mining, ' ’ ' 5 

Pornulation  of  naw  doctrine,’  tactica,  21 

techniquae, 

Detanalnatton  of  vhathar  a claaa  of  9 

ayataa  ia  warranted, 

Analytia  of  what  kind  of  ayataa  ia 
required, 

I 

Determination  of  ayataa  perfonuoca. 

Definition  of  tha  environaanta  of 
uaa  of  Any  eystsaa. 


oua*  I Contrec 


wra]«ai 


io  0 0 

6 0 0 

212  1 SI  7 11 

49  31  1 

661  1491 

2812  695  32 

201  S8  2 


Threat  aaeaaaaantt, 

Aaalyeie  of  coata. 

Ivaluatioo  of  ayataaa  affaotivanaaa. 
Other 


SB 

3 


12  1 
50  1 

575  10 

1200  8 


t.  Dietributloa  of  work  prograa  according  to  “Study  Catagoriaa**  uaad  by  OSD, 


g.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  “Laval  of  Conflict”  involvad. 


SnHBouaa 

1 Contract  I 

Laval 

NT 

TMK 

fW 

HR 

Conventional 

3)3 

3809 

5225 

59 

ConviotioBai^Cbasifral 

36 

625 

113 

3 

Convent ional-Chamical- 

Nucl*sr 

144 

2266 

469 

7 

Sot  Applicabla  to 

Combat  Fores# 

1Q5 

1162 

222 

6 

h.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  tba  laval  of  ayatasa  that 
war#  exaninad. 


Syatsn  Laval 

Xn 

- House 

i Contract  j 

HR 

mi 

Hardwart  or  paraonnai  or  procaduraa 
aspects  of  itama  (sub- it an) , 

159 

2852 

1476 

13 

Iran, 

227 

2078 

751 

28 

Snail  units,  ttans,  task  forcas. 

50 

483 

238 

a 

Vertically  intagratad  syatan  of 
leana  to  acconpllah  functional  obj, 

124 

1253 

3053 

21 

Larga  organisations — diviaiona  fc  corps. 

6 

66 

0 

0 

Army  fores  atructurt,  tbaatar 
forcaa,  joint  forcas. 

6 

63 

0 

0 

Othsr 

51 

1042 

0 

0 
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Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Capability  Category"  involved. 


In-House 

CAPCAT 

mm 

! TMM 

mmm 

NR 

Close  Combat 

103 

374 

9 

Fire  Support 

121 

1541 

33 

Air  Defense 

32 

305 

730 

4 

Other  Combat  Support 

32 

705 

557 

3 

Command  Systems 

1A 

143 

339 

3 

ISTA  (Intelligence,  Surveillance  & Target 
Acquisition) 

27 

239 

174 

6 

Combat  Service  Support 

35 

5 

1 

Other  logistics 

26 

529 

0 

0 

Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

1 

12 

0 

0 

» 

Research  (6,1) 

11 

1091 

658 

2 

Program  Wide  Support 

195 

2092 

468 

13 

Other 

6 

48 

183 

1 
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APPENDIX  D 
DATA 

CHAPTER  VI 

DARCOM  (Other  activities)  Roll-up 


1.  Scope.  This  chapter  contains  a roll-up  of  personnel  and  FY  78 
study  program  statistics  for  DARCOM  organizations  not  included  In 
Chapter  V,  The  organizations  (elements  with  study  mission)  Included 
In  this  chapter  are  as  follows: 

a.  AMETA 

b.  DESCOM 

c.  IRO 

d.  ISO 

e.  LCA 

f.  USAILCOM 


2.  Personnel 


e.  Distribution  of  nr  years  profession*!  experience  in  epecieity. 


Nr  Years 

Actual  Experience 
in  Specielt 


6 - 

10 

11  - 

15 

16  - 

20 

21  - 

25 

Over 

25 

22 

34 

22 

22 

15 

15 

8 

9 

7 

7 

13 

13 

f,  Distribution  of  nr  yeere  experience  in  specialty  in  private  sector. 


Nr  Yaera 

9HKIQ9N  HB333BB 

Total 

0 

13 

■■  ■ 

55 

68 

0 - S 

0 

13 

13 

6-10 

0 

9 

9 

U - 15 
16  - 20 
21  - 25 


Over  25 


0 


1 


g.  Distribution  of  nr  years  employed  in  current  organisation  (or  directly 
precedent  organisations ) , 


Nr  Years 


- 5 
6-10 
U - 15 
16  - 20 
21  - 25 
Over  25 


b,  Distribution  of  education  level  of  professional  staff* 


Highest 

Education  Level 


High  School 

4-yr  college  degree 

College  degree  + 
grad  level  credit 

1 grad  degree 

2 or  more  grad  degree 


1 Nr  Persons  J 

ik;« 

civ 

wmrnmm] 

0 

3 

3 

i 

1 

i 

la 

19 

n 

53 

64 

0 

13 

13 

i,  Distribution  of  fields  of  education. 


Prinary  Plaid* 

of  education 


Operation*  Research 
Math/Stet/Conputer  8clancea 
Phyalce/Chaa 

Other  Expariaenal  Science* 

En|  (BE,  MB,  AB,  CB,  ind  B,  etc,) 
Econoalcs 

Military  Sciences 
Sociology 

Psychology 
Pol  Science 
Histary/Geography 
Art  fc  Hunenltltee 
Other  Social  Science* 

Businas* 

Other 


O-VI-6 


giiTiTiHiiiiyrniTir”" 


j,  Dim. button  at  tla*  tine*  Uit  formal  *duc*tioB« 


k.  Distribution  of  ration*  for  profaaalooal  civilian*  laaviag  eh# 
or|*ai**tioo  (two  year  period). 


■sssi 

ISBSIS 

mmmmhhs 

B i Il.mil  KlvldJ  1 

for  Ketlraaent 

25 

7 

6 

5 

2 
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3.  Study  Program  - fi  78 

»,  Period  during  which  work  could  firet  effect  the  operational  capabilitiea 
of  Amy  forcee  in  the  field. 


r- 

1978 

i 

24 

597 

222 

3 

1979 

8 

212 

0 

0 

1980  - 1990 

7 

337 

0 

0 

1991  - 2000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

39 

1146 

222 

3 

b,  Dietributioc  of  work  priaeriiy  applicable  to  type  Amy  force# 


1 


■Rimi 

IEIhb 


Ueevy  Forcee 

Light  Forcee 

All  Kindi  of  Forcee 

Not  Applicable  to 
Coabet  Forcee 


1.  To  convert  In-house  THH  to  $(K),  multiply  by  $4.167{K). 

2.  To  convert  contract  $<K)  to  THH, divide  by  $75(jC), 
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c.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  eourca  of  work  requirement . 


r.  ' - il 


Source  of  Work  Requirement 


Saif  Initiated  aa  Implicit  in  miaaioi 

10 

1 1QQ 

i 

33 

Specifically  directed  by  higher  KQ 

22 

657 

50 

Raaponae  to  raquaata  for  aaaiatance 

7 

389 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

134 

d.  Dlatrlbutlon  of  work  program  according  to  objective!  of  tba  activity, 


;V  i* 


Actlvlt 


Solve  apacific  probleW  illuminate  a 
currant  laaua 

Improve  enalyeia  methnda,  too la, 
■ode la,  etc. 

Acquire  new  experimental  facia 
for  data  be tea, 

Expand  be  ale  knowledge  of  the 
under lying  nature  of,  and 
relation*  among,  element*,  of 
tha  ayatema  being  examined 

Other 


D-VMO 


26  698  164  2 

6 316  38  1 


6 117 

1 15 

0 0 


0 0 
0 0 

0 0 


e.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  nature  of  tha  primary 
isaua  involved, 


Issue 

Personnel  selection,  recruitment  end  assign 
went, 

Individual  and  snail  unit  training. 

Formulation  of  new  doctrine)  tactics, 
techniques. 

Determination  of  whether  » class  of 
system  is  warranted. 

Analysis  of  what  kind  of  systsa  is 
required. 

Determination  of  system  performance. 

Definition  of  the  environments  of 
use  of  Amy  systems, 

Threat  assessments, 

Analysis  of  costs, 

Evaluation  of  aystems  effectiveness, 

Other 


f.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Study  Cetegoriee"  u-u.*  OSD. 


study  Category 

—.in.  - 

House 
’ W \ ..  . 

_ ' . ^ 

1.  Manpower  4 Personnel 

4 

33 

0 

0 

2,  Concepts  & Plans 

1 

6 

0 

0 

3.  Operations  4 Force  Structure 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4.  Installations  4 Logistics 

21 

376 

so 

1 

3,  Sc lines,  Tech,  Systems  4 Equip 

1 

264 

172 

2 

6,  Menegement 

2 

466 

0 

0 

7,  intelligence 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a,  International  Security 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,  Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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g.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Level  of  Conflict"  involved. 


In- 

House 

f Contract 

Level 

NR 

TMM 

$00 

NR 

Conventional 

■» 

51 

1633 

155 

2 

Convent iona 1-Chemical 

1 

1 

0 

0 

Conventional-Chemical- 

Nuclear 

48 

3949 

7,069 

20 

Not  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

66 

1010 

201 

4 

. • 

h.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  level  of  systems  that 
were  examined. 


System  Level 

In 

- House 

Cont 

ract 

NR 

TMM 

$(K) 

NR 

Hardware  or  personnel  or  procedures 

46 

3,201 

7254 

22 

aspects  of  items  (sub** item). 

Item. 

45 

253 

16 

1 

Small  units,  teams,  task  forces. 

3 

129 

0 

Vertically  .integrated  system  of 

30 

1.097 

155 

3 

items  to  accomplish  functional  obj. 

Large  organizations—divisions  & corps. 

6 

217 

0 

0 

Army  force  structure,  theater 

24 

1,2  72 

0 

0 

forces,  Joint  forces. 

• 

Other 

307 

0 

0 

4.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Capability  Category"  involved 


CAP CAT 

S In-House 

1 Contract  i 

IH 

TMM 

mni 

vmti 

Close  Combat 

0 

0 

0 

Ml 

Fire  Support 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Air  Defense 

0 

0 

0 

H 

Othfcr  Combat  Support 

4 

64 

’34 

l 

Command  Systems 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ISTA  (Intelligence,  Surveillance  & Target 
Acquisition) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Combat  Service  Support 

1 

6 

0 

0 

Other  Logistics 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Research  (6.1) 

4 

1 

0 

G 

Program  Wide  Support 

0 

0 

88 

2 

Other 

383 

11 

0 

0 

k,  • ■ 


!’  ” ■ * I 


• 9 


■*  ■ t* 


[.«  * t if 


**  *1 


nistrlbutior.  of  work  according  to  the  THADOC  Battlefield  Development 
Plan  (BDP) . 


Force 

Generation 


BDP  Element 


In  - Houee 


TMK 


Contract 


mmwzmi 


Surveillance/Fuaion 

Interdiction 


APPENDIX  D 
DATA 

CHAPTER  VII 
TRADOC  ROLL-UP 


1.  Scope.  This  chapter  contains  a roll-up  of  personnel  and  FY  78 
study  program  statistics  for  TRADOC.  TRADOC  organizations  (elements 
with  study  missions)  Included  in  the  roll-up  are  as  follows: 

a.  HQ  TRADOC:  DCSCD,  Anal.  Div. 

b.  CACDA 

c.  L06CEN 

d.  ADMINCEN 

e.  Armor  School 

f.  Artillery  School 

g.  Air  Defense  School 

h.  Engineer  School 

1.  Transportation  School 

j.  Quarter  Master  School 

k.  Missile  & Munition  School 

l.  Intelligence  School 

m.  Signal  School 

n.  Military  Police  School 

o.  TRASANA 


O-VII-l 


2.  Personnel 


I 


a.  Distribution  of  position  categories  of  professional  employees. 


e.  Distribution  of  nr  years  professional  experience  in  specialty. 


Nr  Years 

Actual  Experience 
in  Specialty 

N 

r Persons 

Mil 

Civ 

Totel 

0-5 

116 

115 

231 

o 

H 

1 

'O 

52 

102 

154 

11  - 15 

39 

76 

115 

16  - 20 

32 

58 

90 

21  - 25 

10 

31 

41 

Over  25 

2 

26 

28 

f.  Distribution  of  nr  years  experience  in  specialty  in  private  sector. 


Nr  Years 

Nr  Persons 

~ 1 

Mil 

Civ 

mmmm 

0 

234 

251 

485 

0 

1 

In 

17 

91 

108 

6-10 

0 

39 

39 

U - 15 

0 

18 

18 

16  - 20 

0 

7 

7 

21  - 25 

0 

1 

1 

Over  25 

0 

i 

1 

i 

| 

\ 
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g.  Distribution  of  nr  years  employed  in  current  organisation  (or  directly 
precedent  organizations ) . 


Nr  Years 

! Nr  Persona 

Civ 

Total 

0-5 

245 

237 

482 

6-10 

6 

125 

131 

11  - 15 

0 

31 

31 

16  - 20 

0 

12 

12 

21  - 25 

0 

3 

3 

Over  25 

0 

0 

0 

h.  Distribution  of  education  level  of  professional  staff. 


Highest 

sir  Persons  1 

Education  Level 

Mil 

Civ 

Total 

High  School 

6 

24 

30 

4-yr  college  degree 

61 

72 

133 

College  degree  + 
grad  level  credit 

40 

128 

168 

1 grad  degree 

120 

148 

268 

2 or  oo re  grad  degree 

17 

34 

51 
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i.  Distribution  of  fields  of  education 


Primary  Fields 
of  Education 

L Hr 

mm* 

r Civ 

Total 

Operations  Research 

41 

44 

85 

Mith/Stat/Coaputer  Sciences 

28 

136 

164 

Physics/Chea 

7 

47 

54 

Other  Experlmenal  Sciences 

2 

13 

Eng  (EE,  ME,  AE,  CE,  Xnd  E,  etc.) 

94 

134 

Economics 

E] 

7 

14 

Military  Sciences 

n 

4 

9 

Sociology 

3 

7 

Psychology 

10 

14 

Pol  Science 

8 

5 

13 

History/Geography 

5 

10 

Art  & Huoanltites 

B 

1 

5 

Other  Social  Sciences 

7 

0 

7 

Business 

46 

24 

70 

Other 

34 

26 

60 
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J 


Distribution  of  tlae  since  last  formal  education 


Hr  Years  Since  Employee  Attended 

Any  Accredited  College/Univeralty, 
and  Successfully  Completed  a Courea 
that  Would  Normally  Result  In 

1 SH  Credit 

Hr  t 

prsons 

itil 

Civ 

Total 

o 

( 

125 

140 

265 

3-5 

5? 

83 

140 

6 - io 

39 

100 

139 

O 

M 

1 

«-4 

H 

24 

59 

S3 

Over  20 

6 

26 

32 

k.  Distribution  of  reason*  for  professional  civilian*  leaving  the 
organisation  (two  year  period). 


pntr  v?  m 

For  Promotion 

— H 

For  Private  Sector 

For  Retirement 

25 

21 

16 

18 

1.  Of  the  25  personnel  who  left  for  promotion,  21  *ere  reported  promoted. 


3.  Study  Program  - FY  78 

a.  Period  during  which  work  could  first  affect  the  operational  capabilities 
of  Amy  forces  in  the  field. 


In 

- House 

Contr 

ICt 

FY  Period 

Nr 

thhT 

HR 

1978 

76 

869 

4 

2 

1979 

72 

1197 

620 

5 

1980  - 1990 

269 

5699 

3306 

25 

1991  - 2000 

6 

112 

350 

2 

Total 

423 

7877 

4820 

34 

I,,  Distribution  of  work  primarily  applicable  to  type  Army  Forces 


Xn-Nouae 

Contr a 

Pt--  1 

Trl 

TMM 

(UH3H 

■rr—i 

Heavy  Forces 

47 

556 

50 

i 

Light  Forces 

28 

345 

322 

4 

All  Kinds  of  Forces 

284 

5927 

2198 

20 

Not  Applicable  to 

Coabat  Forces 

64 

1049 

1710 

9 

1.  To  convert  In-house  FMM  to  ${K)»  taultiply  by  $4.167(K). 

2.  To  convert  contract  ${K)  to  TNN,  divide  by  $75  (K). 


O-VII-9 


c.  Distribution  of  work  prograa  according  to  source  of  work  requirement, 


Source  of  Work  Requireaent 


Coat rue 


mu  S(Ki  I m 


seif  initiated  as  iaplicit  in  aitsioi  139  2434  1633  14 
Specifically  directed  by  higher  HQ  235  4953  1115  8 
Response  to  requests  for  assistance  45  472  440  5 


Other 


13  1092  7 


d.  Distribution  of  work  progra*  according  to  objective  of  the  activitea. 


* 


e.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  Che  nature  of  the  primary 
Issue  involved. 


In 

- House  j 

Issue 

! NR  | 

THM 

Personnel  selection,  recruitment  and  assign- 
ment . 

m 

81 

Individual  and  small  unit  training. 

628 

Formulation  of  new  doctrine,  tactics, 
techniques . 

37 

582 

Determination  of  whether  a class  of 
system  is  warranted. 

4 

48 

Analysis  of  what  kind  of  system  ie 
required , 

SI 

1269 

Determination  of  syatem  performance. 

36 

313 

Definition  of  the  environments  of 
( use  of  Army  —stems. 

26 

327 

Threat  assessments , 

7 

70 

Analyst J of  costa. 

21 

209 

Evaluation  of  system.:  effectiveness. 

138 

2988 

Other 

i 

84 

1362 

f,  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Study  Categories"  used  by  OSD. 


Contract 


1,  Manpower  A Personnel 

2.  Concepts  & Plans 

3.  Operations  & Force  Structure 

4,  Installations  & Logistics 

j.  Science,  Tech,  Systems  4 Equip 
6.  Management 
1,  Intelligence 

8,  International  Security 
4.  Other 


NR 

TMM 

NR 

31 

670 

4 

1 

41 

1034 

336 

4 

110 

2730 

040 

7 

72 

544 

746 

6 

132 

2284 

662 

8 

15 

199 

116 

1 

21 

368 

1376  , 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

48 

0 

0 
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Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  •‘Level  of  Conflict"  Involved 


In-House 

Contract  1 

Level 

rat 

TMM 

HI 

Convent ionel 

194 

3755 

1409 

15 

Convent ional-Cheaical 

15 

267 

0 

'0 

Convent ional-Chaaical- 
Huciear 

138 

1868 

993 

8 

Lot  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

76 

1987 

1878 

11 

h.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  level  of  systems  t vet 
were  examined. 


In 

- House 

System  Level 

NR 

thm”" 

Hardware  or  personnel  or  proceduraa 
aspects  of  items  (sub-item). 

103 

1407 

561 

6 

Item. 

16 

142 

50 

1 

Small  units,  teams,  task  forces. 

39 

1174 

75 

1 

Vertically  integrated  system  of 
items  to  accomplish  functional  obj. 

207 

3991 

2662 

19 

Largs  orpsnlsst lone— divisions  & corps. 

40 

811 

832 

6 

Army  force  atructure,  theater 
forces,  Joint  forces. 

7 

138 

100 

1 

Other 

11 

214 

0 

0 

O-VII-12 


1.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Capability  Category"  Involved 


! 

f 

1, 

f 

i 


x I 


41 


D-VII-13 


J 


Distribution  of 
Plan  (BDP) . 


Force 

Generation 

Central 

Battle 

according  to  tha  TRADOC  Battlefield  Development 


- Bouse 

Cone 

rset 

BDP  Element 

NR 

TMM 

mm 

NR 

Surveillance/Fualon 

16 

278 

98 

2 

Interdiction 

5 

10 

0 

D 

Porce  Mobility 

32 

612 

327 

Reconstitution 

20 

116 

50 

C3  /EW 

14 

361 

567 

H 

Subtotal 

87 

1377 

1042 

10 

Target  Servicing 

76 

2066 

190 

3 

Suppresaion/Counterfire 

3 

65 

0 

0 

Air  Defense 

11 

586 

400 

3 

Support 

173 

2273 

613 

6 

c3/ew 

29 

746 

1665 

9 

Subtotal 

292 

6736 

2868 

21 

Other 

44 

764 

370 

3 

Total 

a 

4820 

■ 
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APPENDIX  D 
DATA 

CHAPTER  VIII 
WACOM  (OTHER) 


1.  Scope.  This  chapter  contains  a roll-up  of  personnel  and  FY  78 
study  program  statistics  for  Army  Major  Commands  (MACOMs),  excluding 
TRADOC  and  DARCOM.  The  MACOMs  Included  In  the  roll-up  are  as  follows: 

a.  USAINSCOM 

b.  USACC 

c.  USAFORSCOM 


o-vni-i 


2.  Personnel. 


a.  Distribution  of  position  categories  of  professional  employees. 


Position 

ilr  Persons  } 

Category 

Mil 

mmsm 

Total 

Managers 

1 

i 

2 

Supervisors 

6 

6 

12 

Analysts 

21 

43 

64 

Total 

28 

50 

78 

b.  Distribution  of  grade  level  of  incumbent  professional  staff. 


Mi 

Litary 

Grade 

Nr  Persons 

2d  IT 

0 

1st  LT 

0 

CPT 

8 

MAJ 

8 

LTC 

9 

COL 

3 

BG 

0 

MG 

0 

Civilian  j 

Grade 

Nr  Persons 

GS-5 

0 

7 

0 

9 

0 

11 

3 

12 

19 

13 

CM 

CM 

14 

6 

15 

0 

16 

0 

17 

0 

18 

0 

D-VIII-2 


D-VIII-3 


7TW 


Nr  Persons 

Mil 

Civ 

15 

14 

9 

10 

1 

8 

3 

5 

Q 

5 

0 

8 

experience  1 

* - — 

n specialty  in 

■ESB3S 


1 Nr  Persons 

im 

Civ 

Total 

27 

39 

66 

1 

7 

8 

0 

.*2' 

2 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

&*■ 


Distribution  of  nr  years  employed  in  current  organization  (or  directly 
precedent  organizations ) , 


Nr  Years 


- 5 
6-10 
11  - 15 
16  - 20 
21  - 25 
Over  25 


b.  Distribution  of  education  level  of  professional  staff 


r— — 

Nr  Persons  1 

im 

Civ 

Total 

28 

34 

, 2 

0 

12 

v 12 

0 

3 

3 

0 

1 

s 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Highest 

— 

Sir  Persons  j 

Education  Level 

Mil 

Civ 

Total 

High  School 

0 

8 

8 

4-yr  college  degree 

5 

7 

12 

College  degree  + 
grad  level  credit 

5 

14 

19 

1 grad  degree 

17 

16 

33 

2 or  more  grad  degree 

1 

6 

u-VIII-5 


1,  Distribution  of  fields  of  education 


Primary  Fields 
of  Education 

mmmmmrn 

HEH9 

Civ 

Total 

Operations  Research 

4 

1 

5 

Hath/S tat/Computer  Sciences 

1 

7 

8 

Physics/Chem 

0 

0 

• 

Other  Experimenal  Sciences 

] 

1 

2 

Eng  (EE,  ME,  AE,  CE,  Ind  By  etc,) 

1 

8 

9 

Economics 

2 

4 

6 

Military  Sciences 

1 

'l 

2 

Sociology 

0 

Psychology 

0 

0 

Pol  Science 

6 

4 

10 

Bistory/Geography 

2 

2 

4 

Art  & Humanitltes 

1 

1 

1 

Other  Social  Sciences 

B 

3 

7 

Business 

3 

8 

11 

Other 

3 

10 

13 

Q-VIII-6 


j,  Distribution  of  tlaa  since  last  formal  education 


Hr  Years  Since  Employee  Attended 

Any  Accredited  College/University, 
and  Successfully  Completed  a Course 
That  Would  normally  Result  in 

3 SH  Credit 

Hr  F 

arsons 

Mil 

Civ 

Total 

© 

1 

N 

n 

15 

26 

3 - 5 

13 

17 

O 

H 

1 

* SO 

8 

17 

11  - 20 

H 

9 

12 

Over  20 

1 

5 

6 

k.  Distribution  of  reasons  for  profeaaional  civiliana  leaving  the 
organisation  (two  year  period) , 


For  Promotion 

1. 

Promoted  After  Leaving 

For  Private  Sector 

For  Retirement 

4 

4 

0 

3 

Total 

Leaving 

for 

Other 

Reasons 

4 


1.  Of  the  four  personnel  who  left  for  promotion,  ill  were  reported  promoted. 


/ 
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3.  Study  Program  - FY  78 

&t  Period  during  which  vork  could  first  affect  the  operational  capabilities 
of  Army  forces  in  the  field. 


FY  Period 

In 

- House  • 

Contr 

act 

Nr 

tmmT 

TTkH 

NR 

1978 

3 

10 

0 

0 

1979 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1980  - 1990 

5 

651 

751 

1 

1991  - 2000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

9 

663 

751 

1 

Distribution  of  vork  primarily  applicable  to  type  Army  Forces 


mmm 

In-House 

Contra 

ct 

NR 

TMM 

r Tot) 

NR 

Heavy  Forces 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Light  Forces 

0 

0 

0 

0 

All  Kinds  of  Forces 

1 

600 

751 

1 

Not  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

8 

63 

0 

0 

1.  To  convert  in-house  Tf$1  to  $(K),  multiply  by  $4.167(K). 

2.  To  convert  contract  ${K)  to  THH,  divide  by  $75(K) . 
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c<  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  source  of  work  requirement. 


Source  of  Work  Requirement 

K7S2 

Contra 

ct 

K wm 

TKM 

$00 

NR 

Self  initiated  aa  implicit  in  misaioi 

0 

D 

751 

B 

Specifically  directed  by  higher  HQ 

3 

27 

0 

El 

Response  to  requests  for  assistance 

6 

636 

0 

B 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

d.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  objectives  of  the  actlvltes. 


I 

mam 

angrow 

I Contract 

1 Activity 

\ NR 

TMK 

mim 

NR 

Solve  specific  problem/ illuminate  a 
current  issue 

* 

H 

620 

0 

0 

Improve  analysis  methods,  tools, 
models,  etc. 

I 

43 

0 

0 

Acquire  new  experimental  facts 
for  data  bases. 

0 

0 

751 

I 

Expand  basic  knowledge  of  the 
underlying  nature  of,  and 
relations  among,  elements  of 
the  systems  being  examined 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D-vm-io 


e.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  tha  nature  of  the  primary 
issue  involved. 


In 

- House 

Contract 

Issue 

' 

HR 

TMM 

$<K) 

NR 

Personnel  selection,  recruitment  and  assign- 
ment. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

» • * 

Individual  and  snail  unit  trailing. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Formulation  of  new  doctrine,  tactics, 
techniques. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Determination  of  whether  a class  of 
system  is  warranted. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Analysis  of  what  kind  of  system  is 
required. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Determination  of  system  performance. 

• 1 

6 

0 

0 

Definition  of  the  environments  of 
use  of  Army  systems. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Threat  assessments. 

1 

600 

751 

1 

Analysis  of  costs. 

2 

14 

Q 

0 

Evaluation  of  systems  effectiveness. 

2 

27 

3 ' 

0 

Other 

3 

15 

0 

0 

f.  Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Study  Categories"  used  by  OSD. 


Studv  Catesorv 

In  - 

house 

Contract  | 

NR 

TMM 

$00 

NR 

1.  Manpower  & Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.  Concepts  & Flans 

1 

2 

0 

0 

3.  Operations  6 Force  Structure 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,  Installations  4 Logistics 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5.  Science,  Tech,  Systems  & Equip 

7 

61 

0 

0 

6,  Management 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,  Intelligence 

1 

600  * 

751 

1 

8,  International  Security 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9.  Other 

0 

0 

0 

n 
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, Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  •'Level  of  Conflict''  involved. 


! In-House 

1 Contract 

Level 

NR 

TMM 

$09 

NR 

Conventional 

1 

600 

751 

1 

Convent ion&l-Chemical 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Conventional-Chemical- 

Nuclear 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Not  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 

8 

63 

0 

' 0 

* 

Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  the  level  of  systems  that 
were  examined. 


In 

- House 

Cont 

ract 

System  Level 

NR 

TMM 

$(K) 

NR 

Hardware  or  personnel  or  procedures 
aspects  of  items  (sub-item) » 

2 

30 

0 

0 

Item. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Small  units,  teams,  task  forces. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vertically  integrated  system  of 
items  to  accomplish  functional  obj. 

o 

0 

0 

0 

Large  organizations— divisions  & corps. 

1 

600 

751 

1 

Army  force  structure,  theater 
forces,  Joint  forces. 

0 

0 

6 

0 

Other 

6 

33 

0 

0 

D-VI1I-12 


Distribution  of  work  program  according  to  "Capability  Category"  involved. 


In-House 

Contract  1 

CAP CAT 

NR 

TMM 

$ (50 

NR 

Close  Combat 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fire  Support 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Air  Defense 

1 

2 

0 

0 

Other  Combat  Support 

1 

6 

0 

0 

Command  Systems 

1 

24 

0 

0 

ISTA  (Intelligence,  Surveillance  & Target 
Acquisition) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Combat  Service  Support 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Logistics 

1 

2 

0 

0 

Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

0 

0 

0 

,0 

Research  (6,1) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Program  Wide  Support 

5 

629 

751 

1 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D-VIJI-13 


Distribution  of 
Plan  (BDP). 


Force 

Generation 


Central 

Battle 


t according  to  the  TRADOC  Battlefield  Development 


In 

- House 

Cont 

ract 

BDP  Element 

NR 

TMM 

w 

NR 

Surveillance/Fusion 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Interdiction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Force  Mobility 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Reconstitution 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C3  /EW 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Target  Servicing 

* 

Q 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Suppression/Counterfire 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Air  Defense 

1 

2 

0 

0 

Support 

7 

61 

0 

0 

c3/ew 

0 

o 

7 o 

0 

Subtotal 

8 

63 

0 

■ ■ r 

0 

Other 

1 

600 

.751 

, 1 

Total 

• 

9 

663 

751 

‘ 

u_L 
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APPENDIX  D 
DATA 
ANNEX  I 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMT 

OFFICE  OF  THE  UNDER  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20310 

24  August  1978 


Analysis 


By  direction  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Inciosure  l), 
a review  of  Army  analysis  is  being  conducted  by  a Special  Study  Group, 
The  HQ  DA  staff  responsibility  has  been  assigned  to  the  Office  of  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Operations  and  Plans.  The  Special  Study 
Group  has  been  charged  to  review  the  resources,  organization,  and 
procedures  of  the  Army  analytical  community  and  to  make  recommendations 
to  improve  the  contribution  the  community  makes  to  the  solution  of  Army 
problems.  The  Terms  of  Reference  are  included  at  Inclosure  2 for  your 
information. 

The  Study  Group  roust  determine  what  resources  presently  exist  in 
the  analytical  community  and  to  what  end  those  resources  are  committed. 
At  present,  the  bulk  of  the  Army's  analytical  resources  are  located 
at  places  such  as  the  US  Army  Materiel  Systems  Analysis  Agency  of  the 
US  Army  Materiel  Development  and  Readiness  Command,  the  US  Army  Concepts 
Analysis  Agency,  a Staff  Support  Agency  of  ODCSOPS,  HQDA,  and  the 
Combined  Arras  Combat  Development  Activity  and  TRADQC  Systems  Analysis 
Agency  of  US  Array  Training  and  Doctrine  Command,  However,  other  Major 
Commands  also  have  some  personnel  and  resources  committed  to  somewhat 
similar  study  and  analysis  activities.  Although  a clear  definition  is 
not  possible,  we  are  not  interested  in  the  normal  "staff  study"  type  of 
work,  the  routine  financial  management  functions  of  the  comptroller, 
or  "estimate  of  the  situation"  type  analyses,  but  rather  in  the  identi- 
fication of  personnel  and  resources  Involved  in  the  studious  applicatfqp 
of  quantitative  analysis  methodology  to  the  solution  of  Amy  problems. 


SUBJECT:  Review  of  Arm 


SAUS-OR 

SUBJECT:  Review  of  Army  Analysis 


24  August  1978 


Because  of  severe  time  constraints  which  the  Special  Study  Group 

is  under,  1,  as  chairman,  am  taking  the  liberty  of  writing  direct  to 

ask  for  your  support  in  helping  us  understand  your  Command's  capability 

to  conduct  analyses  of  Army  problems.  Providing  the  information 

requested  in  our  survey  (Inclosure  3)  would  be  of  great  assistance  to 

us  in  achieving  this  understanding.  Some  additional  instructions  for 

completing  the  survey  are  provided  at  Inclosure  4, 

* 

Our  purposes  are  satisfied  if  the  survey  is  returned  to  U6  by 
15  September  1978,  The  Study  Group  point  of  contact  is 
MAJ  Jeffrey  A,  Larson,  ODUSA(OR),  AV  227-0367,  Request  that  the  name 
of  your  point  of  contact  be  forwarded  to  MAJ  I^rson  as  soon  as 
practical,  but  NLT  5 Sep  1978, 

4 Incl  David  C.  Hardison 

as  Chairman,  Special  Study  Group 

Review  of  Army  Analysis 


SURVEY  OF  ARMY  ORGANIZATIONS  INVOLVED  IN  OPERATIONS  RESEARCH, 
STUDIES,  AND  SYSTEMS  ANALYSIS  ACTIVITIES 

PART  I - Identification  of  Organization 

PART  II  - Mission,  Functions,  and  Organizational  Structure 

PART  III  - Personnel  Resources 

PART  IV  - Facilities 

PART  V - Computers 

PART  VI  - Funds 

PART  VII  - Expected  Program  of  Work  During  FY  1979 
PART  VIII  - Work  Program  Content  » FY  1971 


PART  IX 


Special  Topics 


SURVEY  OF  Army  organizations  involved  in  operations  research, 

STUDIES,  AND  SYSTEMS  ANALYSIS  ACTIVITIES 

/ 

PART  I - Identification  of  Organization 

1.  Name  of  organization. 

2.  Location, 

3.  Name  of  organization  to  which  this  organization  reports, 

4.  Age  of  this  organization, 

5.  If  this  organization  is  essentially  a renamed  earlier  organization(s) 
havingTessentially  the  same  mission,  what  was  the  name  of  the  original 
organisation? 

6.  When.,  was  the  original  organization  established? 


D-IX-4 


PART  IX  - Mission,  Functions,  and  Organizational  Structure 

1,  In  what  official  document  is  the  missions  and  functions  of  the 
organization  formally  stated? 

2,  Please  provide  a copy  of  the  missions  and  functions  of  the  organization 
as  stated  in  the  document  listed  next  above, 

3,  Please  provide  a copy  of  any  additional  MOU,  directives,  etc,,  which 
have  the  effect  of  altering  or  extending  the  missions  assigned  to  the 
organization, 

4,  Please  provide  a copy  of  the  current  organizational  structure  of  the 
agency. 

5,  To  the  extent  possible,  correlate  the  organization's  structure  to  its 
missions  and  functions, 

6,  Please  provide  a copy  of  the  TDA  of  the  organization, 

7,  What  part  of  the  personnel  resources  of  the  organization,  if  any,  are 
not  involved  in  operations  research,  studies,  or  systems  analysis 
studies? 

, In  addition  to  the  above,  what  else  characterizes  the  missions,  functions, 
and  structure  of  the  organization,  to  include  assumed  missions? 


8 


PART  III  - personnel  Resources 

(Please  fill  in  data  in  Form  PROS  (Personnel  Resources  Data  Sheet)  on  page  6) 

Code 

1-3,  How  many  professional  civilian  spaces  ace  authorized  for  this 
organization? 

4-5,  What  is  the  total  number  of  civilian  spaces  authorized? 

6-8,  How  many  military  officer  spaces  are  authorized? 

9-11,  What  is  the  total  number  of  military  spaces  authorized? 

12-14,  How  many  professional  civilian  spaces  are  filled? 

15-17.  What  is  the  total  number  of  civilian  spaces  that  are  filled? 

18-20,  How  many  military  officer  spaces  are  filled? 

21-23,  What  is  the  total  number  of  military  spaces  that  are  filled? 

24-25.  How  many  professional  civilians  came  to  this  organization  during 
the  past  two  years? 

26-27,  How  many  professional  civilians  left  this  organization  during 
the  past  two  years? 

28-29,  Of  the  professional  civilians  who  left,  how  many  are  thought  to 
have  moved  to  other  government  organizations  for  promotions? 

30-31,  Of  the  professional  civilians  who  left,  how  many  are  thought  to  have 
moved  to  other  government  organizations  and  received  promotions? 

32-33,  Of  the  professional  civilians  who  left,  how  many  are  thought  to  have 
left  to  obtain  employment  in  the  private  sector? 

34*35.  Of  the  professional  civilians  who  left,  how  many  retired? 

36-37.  How  many  military  officers  came  to  this  organization  during  the 
past  two  years? 

38-39.  How  many  military  officers  left  this  organization  during  the 


j past  two  years? 


AO-41,  Of  the  military  officers  who  left  during  the  past  two  years,  how 
many  left  the  Army? 

42-43,  Of  the  military  officers  who  left  the  Army  from  this  organization 
during  the  past  two  years,  how  many  left  with  less  than  20  years 
active  duty  service? 

44-45,  Of  the  military  officers  who  left  the  Army  from  this  organization 
during  the  past  two  years,  how  many  left  with  20  yeats  active 
duty  service? 

46-47.  Of  the  military  officers  who  left  the  Amy  from  this  organisation 
during  the  past  two  years,  how  many  left  with  more  than  20  years 
active  duty  service? 

48-49,  Of  the  military  officers  who  left  the  Array  with  less  than  20  years 
active  duty  service,  how  many  are  thought  to  have  obtained  employ- 
ment in  his  specialty  in  the  private  sector? 

50-51,  Of  the  military  officers  who  left  the  Army  with  20  years  active 
duty  service,  how  many  are  thought  to  have  obtained  employment 
in  his  specialty  in  the  private  sector? 

52-53,  Of  the  military  officers  who  left  the  Army  with  more  than  20  years 
active  duty  service,  how  many  are  thought  to  have  obtained 
employment  in  his  specialty  in  the  private  sector? 

54-55,  Number  of  liaison  personnel  attached  to  organization, 

56-57.  Number  of  personnel  of  the  organization  that  are  attached  to  other 
organizations  for  a period  of  at  least  a year, 

58-59,  Number  of  persons  that  are,  do  facto,  working  for  the  agency  but 
not  included  in  the  IDA, 
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60-61,  How  many  interns  currently  work  in  the  organisation? 

Please  provide  the  data  requested  in  Form  PDD8  (Personnel 
Description  Data  Sheet)  on  page  8,  Provide  one  data  sheet 
for  each  of  your  professional  staff  personnel. 


D-ix-a 


| FORM  PROS  ^ 

Personnel  Resources  Data  Sheet 

1.  Name  of  Organization 

2.  Coded  Personnel  Resource  Summary 


> 


Personnel  Description  Data  Sheet 


1.  Name  of  Organization 

2.  This  data  sheet  Nr  _ of  _____ 

3.  Coded  Personnel  Descriptive  Sunmary 


(See  attached  descriptor  code) 


vwt*  i * *>****&>.*•  - «■  - 
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FORM  PDDS 


Personnel  Descriptive  Summary  Descriptor  Code 
(Professional  Staff) 


w 

□ 

□ 

□ 

4 5 

□ 

6 7 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

10 

0 

12  13 

□ 

0 

15 

16 1 17 

— i — 

□ 

1 19 

| 20 

□ 

0 

0 

Code 

l. 


2&3. 


4&5. 

6&7. 


Position  Category 


1 - Manager  (overhead) 

2 - Supervisor  (first  line) 

3 m Analyst  (individual  worker) 


Grade  Level 


01  - GS5 

12  - 

2d  LT 

02  - GS7 

l?.  - 

1st  LT 

03  - GS9 

14- - 

CPT 

04  - GSll 

15  - 

KAJ 

05  - GS12 

16  - 

LTC 

06  - GS13 

17  - 

COL 

07  - GS14 

18  - 

DG 

08  - GS15 

19  - 

MG 

09  - GS16 

10  - GS17 

ll  - GS18 

Time  in  Current  Grade 


Total  Nr  Years  in 
Federal  Service 


Yrs  Professional  Experience 
in  Specialty 


Nr  Years  in  Specialty 
in  Private  Sector 


8&9. 

lO&ll, 

12&13, 

14*17,  Specialty 


Nr  Years  in  Current  Organization 

(or  directly  precedent  organizations) 


Enter  number  of  years 
Enter  number  of  years 
Enter  number  of  years 
Enter  number  of  years 

Enter  number  of  years 


Enter  job  series  or  military  specialty 
(e,g,,  1515  or  1249) 
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18. 


Education  Level 


01 

02 

03 

04 

05 


High  School 

4 Year  College  Degree 

College  Degree  Plus  Graduate  Level  Credit 

1 Graduate  Degree 

2 or  more  Graduate  Degrees 


19&20.  Field  of  Education 


01  Operations  Research 

02  - Math/Stat/Computer  Science 

03  - Physic8/Chem 

04  - Other  Experimental  Science 

05  - Engineer  (EE,  ME,  AE,  CE,  Ind  E,  etc,) 

06  - Economics 

07  - Military  Science 

08  - Sociology 

09  ~ Psychology 

10  • Political  Science 

11  - History/ Geography 

12  - Arts  & Humanities 

13  - Other  Social  Sciences 

14  - Business 

15  ' Other 


21&22.  Time  Since  Last 

Formal  Education* 


Enter  number  of  years  (if  currently  enrolled 
or  less  than  k year,  enter  "O'*). 


*Nr  years  since  employee  attended  any  accredited  collegs/unlversity,  and 
successfully  completed  a course  that  would  uoroally  result  in  3 semester 
hours  credit. 
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PART  IV 


Facilities 


1.  Office  space  (square  footage) 


2,  Conference  room  space  (square  footage) 


3.  Wargaming  room  space  (square  footage) 


4*  Computer  space  (square  footage) 


5.  Library  space  (square  footage) 


6*  Support  facility  space  (square  footage) 


7.  Lab  6pace  (square  footage) 


8.  Number  BOQ  rooms  available  on  your 
host  installation 


9.  Additional  space  available  without 
construction  (square  footage) 


D-IX-13 


10,  Additional  space  currently  programed 
(square  footage) 


lit  Training  area  apace  (square  miles) 


12 t Range  space  (square  miles) 


13,  Describe  any  special  facilities  your 
agency  has  available. 


14,  List  each  facility  not  owned  by 

government  together  with  the  lease /rental 
cost  and  date  of  expiration /renewal. 
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PARI  V - Computers 


FORM  CRDS 

Information  Code  

ll  12  |3  14  15  I - 16  17  16  18  1101  ■ |U|  - mMl3| 


Code 

Please  provide  requested  data  for  each  computer  operated  by 
this  organization,  using  Form  CRDS  (Computer  Resources  Data 
Sheet)  on  page  14, 

1-5  Core  capacity  (in  K words). 

6-10  Average  monthly  production  time  (in  CPU  hours). 

11  Classification  (A  ■ Disk  Operating  System  (DOS);  B • Operating 
System  (OS) ; C <*  Machine  Virtual  Storage  (MVS)) . 

12  Current  primary  limitation  on  computer  utilization  (A  * Available 
Production  Time;  B * Core  Capacity;  C * Individual  Model  Run  Times 
D * No  Limitations;  E « Other— enter  comment  in  paragraph  6 of 
Form  CRDS) . 

13  Outside  agency  uso  (A  ■ 0;  B * 1;  C “ 2;  D “ 3;  E«4;  P • 5; 

G ■ 5-10;  H ■ more  than  10). 


| FORM  CRDS  ) 

Computer  Resources  Pete  Sheet 


1.  Name  of  Organization. 

2.  This  is  Data  Sheet  Nr  ___  of  ___ 

3.  Name  and  Model  Number  of  Computer. 

4.  Coded  Description  of  Computer 


r i r i h Ei  i-n 


5.  What  peripheral  equipment  is  available  for  use  with  this  computer? 


How  many  of  each  type  equipment? 

6.  "Other"  current  primary  limitation  (Code  12) « 
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: ''AA:  - JO.  ^ , . . • • » » > . 


Supplemental 
Computer  Survey 


1.  What  can  be  done,  if  necessary,  to  increase  the  production  capacity 
of  agency  computers?  Describe  briefly  for  each  applicable  computer, 
to  include  a cost  estimate  and  personnel  requirements  (in  TMM). 

2.  Describe  any  actions  currently  under  way  to  increase  production 
capacity  of  agency  computers,  to  include  cost  and  personnel  requirements. 


What  computer 

time  do  you  obtain  from 

sources  outside  of  your 

organization? 

FY  78 

FY  78 

Source  Agency 

Name  & Model  of 

Average  Monthly 
Production  Time 

Average 

Monthly 

Cost 

Computer  Used 

(in  CPU  Hours)  Used 

PAST  VI 


Funds 


- RECEIPTS  - 

I.  List  organizational  (mission)  funding  receipts  as  follows; 

Source  Appropriation  Amount  (FY,  K Dollars) 

A,  FY  77 


B,  FY  78 


C.  FY  79 


2.  List  funds  received  from  customers  for  services  rendered  as  follows; 

Customer  Amount  Product 

Providing  (FY,  K Dollars)  Requested 


A.  FY  77 


B.  FY  78 


C.  FY  79 
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4,  What  funds  are  the  hardest  for  your  agency  to  obtain?  Please  explain 


5,  what  funds  are  the  easiest  for  your  agency  to  obtain?  Please  explain 
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Fund  Expenditures  Information  Code 


2 I 3 


8 I 9 | 101  11 


12  13 


17  18  19  1 20  21  - 22  123  124  125  126  | - 127  128  29  30  |3J 


32  33  34  35  136  I - 137  |38  1 39  1 40  |41  I - !42  I 43|44  1 45  146 


47  | 48  49  I 50  151 


Tt  Fiscal  Year  (A?=FY?7|  B=FY78|  C=FY79) 

2-6,  ' Civilian  Salaries  (FY,  K Dollars) 

7-U»  TOY  Cost  (FY,  K Dollars) 

12-16,  Facility  Maintenance /Upkeep  Costs  (FY,  K Dollars) 

17-21,  Computer  Operating  Costs  (FY,  K Dollars) 

22-26,  Other  Overhead  (Consultcnto,  Publication,  Leasing)  (FY,  K Dollars) 
27-31,  Experiment,  Lab  Costs  (FY,  K Dollars) 

32-36.  Training  Area,  Range  Costa  (FY,  K Dollars) 

37-41,  Contractual  Costs  (FY,  K Dollars) 

42-46,  Costs  Cor  Services  Crocs  Other  Amy  Agencies  (FY,  K Dollars) 

47-51.  Other  Costs  (FY,  K Dollars) 
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^FORtTFEDS^ 

Fund  Expenditures  Date  Sheet 

1.  Name  of  Organization 

2.  This  is  Data  Sheet  Nr  _____  of  3, 

3.  Coded  Expenditure  Sumary 


PARI  VII 


Expected  Program  of  Work  During  FY  1979 


1.  Please  stop  at  this  point,  go  get  a cup  of  coffee,  reestablish  your 
sense  of  humor  and  return  to  the  next  item. 

2.  We  want— despite  experience  which  confirms  that  much  of  our  work  is 

ad  hoc  and  directed— to  make  the  best  forecast  possible  of  to  what  the 
organization  will  actually  commit  ita  resources  during  FY  79.  Tough 
task,  but  we  are  good  at  that  sort  of  stuff. 

3.  We  would  like  to  see  your  program  in  terms  of  a set  of  "work  units", 
which  you  can  define  as  you  find  convenient,  together  with  certain 
descriptors  which  will  help  us  understand  its  nature.  To  enable  us 
to  do  a little  combining  and  sorting  we  are  asking  that— however 
inconvenient— you  try  to  fit  your  information  into  our  format— same 
old  story— the  computer  wins  again.  So  please  look  over  our  Form  WPDS 
(work  program  data  sheet)  before  you  decide  exactly  how  you  will 
partition  your  planned  activities  Into  work  units. 

4.  We'd  like  to  have  a data  sheet  for  each  work  unit. 

5.  If  everything  l-1  done  correctly,  the  sum  of  the  resources  on  the  data 
sheets  will  be  that  which  the  organization  expects  to  have  for  use 
during  FY  79.  Similarly,  the  work  described  on  the  set  of  data  sheets 
la  what  you  expect  to  do  during  1979, 

6.  Please  complete  as  many  data  sheets  as  necessary  to  describe  your 
planned  program  of  work  i»  FY  79. 
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[ form  wpps  1 


Work  Program  Data  Shoot 


1.  Name  of  Organisation: 

2.  This  is  Data  Sheet  Nr  of 

3.  Title  of  the  Work  Unit: 


4.  Cod^d  Description  of  Work: 

rnri  ieeceei jzrj 

u-d-XTTrHjri.i 


(sea  attached  descriptor  codo) 


5.  Planned  Expenditure  of  Manpower;  Technical  Man  Month, 

6.  Planned  Expenditure  of  Funds ; $ 


1,  Will  Contractor  be  Used;  Yes  i 1 No  | ‘*  } 

0.  If  Contractor  Used*  At  What  Cost?  ( j 

9.  If  Computer  Mode  1(a)  Used,  Which  & {few  Many  Uours? 

10.  Briefly  Dcecribos 

• What  Intend  to  learn. 

• Who  will  use  results  for  what, 
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Nanus 

CPU  firs 

— _ 

Form  WPDS 

Activity  Descriptor  Code 


HE  J 2 1 - 1 3 1 -TrrrrrrrTH 


DZUEOSEiE  1 13 1 i»i 


1.  Period  Work  I * Immediate 

First  Affects 

Army's  Operational  S = Short-Range 

Capabilities 

H ® Mid-Range 


0- 1  Years 

1- 2  Years 

2- 10  Years 


L = Long-Range 


10-20  Years 


NOTE:  Estimate  years  from  start  (Oct)  of  FY  being  described  (FY  78  or  FY  7 


2.  Type  Forces  to 
Which  Work 
Applicable 


H * Hvy  Units 


A «=  All  Units 


L » It  Units  N « Not  Applicable  to 

Combat  Forces 


3.  Source  of  Work 
Task 


1 - Mission  Implicit,  Self  Initiated 

2 - Specifically  Directed  by  Higher  Echelons 

3 - Customer  Request  for  Support  Services 

4 - Other 


4,  Type  Objective  1 - Solve  Specific  Problew/Illuminate  a Current  Issue. 

2 - Improve  Analysis  Methods,  Tools,  Medela,  etc. 

3 - Acquire  New  Experimental  Facts  for  Data  Bases. 

4 - Systems  Research  to  Expand  Basic  Knowledge  of  the 

Underlying  Nature  of,  and  Relations  Among,  Element* 
of  the  Systems  Being  Examined. 
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Nature  of  Issue 

Primarily 

Examined 


Study  Category 


Level  of  Conflict 


01  - Personnel  Selection,  Recruitment,  Assignment 

02  ~ Individual  and  Small  Unit  Training 

03  - Formulation  of  New  Tactics  & Tech 

04  - Determination  of  Whether  System  Class  RQD 

05  - Define  What  Kind  of  System  is  RQD 

06  - Determine  System  Performance 

07  - Definition  of  Environments  of  System  Use 

08  - Threat  Assessments 

09  - Analysis  of  Costa 

10  - Evaluation  of  System  Effectiveness 
99  - Other 

1 - Manpower  and  Personnel 

2 • Concepts  and  Plana 

3 - Operations  and  Force  Structure 

4 - Installations  and  logistics 

5 • Science,  Technology,  Systems  & Equipment 

6 - Management 

7 - Intelligence 

8 - International  Security 

1 - Conventional 

2 - Conventional  with  Chemical 

3 * Conventional  with  Chemical  and  Nuclear 

4 - Not  Applicable  to  Combat  Forces 


Personnel 


9&10.  System  Level /Function  01 

Examined 

02 

03 

10 

20 


Functional 

(Normally  thought  of  as 
Combat  Support  & Combat 
Service  Support) 


40 


Sub- Item  - 
Sub- Item  - Hardware 
Sub-Item  - Procedures 
Items 

Small  Units,  Teams,  Tasks  Forces 
(Close  Combat) 

ISTA 

Fire  Spt,  Including  FW  Aircraft 
Air  Defense 

Combat  Eng  & Other  Combat  Spt 
Control,  Including  Command  & Commo 
Supply,  Transportation,  Maintenance 
Personnel,  Admin,  Finance,  Medical 
Other 

Major  Organisations  - (Div  & Corps) 


50  - Army  Force  Structure  - Theater  Forces 

Joint  Forces 
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n&12.  Capability  Category  01  - Close  Combat 

11  - Fire  Support 
21  - Air  Defense 
31  ~ Other  Combat  Support 
41  - Command  Systems 

51  - Intelligence,  Surveillance  & Target 
Acquisition  (ISIA) 

61  - Combat  Service  Support 

71  - Other  Logistics 

SI  - ballistic  Missile  Defense 

91  - Research  (6.1) 

92  - program  Wide  Support  (6.5)  (Testing, 

Stud lea /Ana lysis,  HQ  Support, 
Information  Systems) 

93  - Program  Wide  Support  (Other)  (Personnel 

Performance  & Training  Research) 

94  - Program  Wide  Support,  Ammo  PBS 

95  - Program  Wide  Support,  Other  PBS 


96  - Program  Wide  Support,  Non- System  Training 
Devices 


13&14 . 


Force  Generation/  A1  - Surveillance/Fusion 

Central  Battle 

Aspect  Examined  A2  - Interdiction 

A3  - Force  Mobility 
A4  - Reconstitution 
A5  - C3 

B1  - Target  Servicing 

B2  - Suppress ion/Counter fire 

B3  - Air  Defense 

B4  - Support 

B5  - C3/EW 
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PART  VIII 


Work  Program  Content  - FY  1978 


1,  Well,  we  bad  hoped  it  would  be  adequate  to  look  at  FY  1979  only. 
But  now  we  find  it  is  necessary  to  ask  you  to  look  at  what  your 
organization  will  have  done  during  FY78  as  well. 

2.  Please  provide  work  program  data  sheets  for  FY78  in  a manner  just 
like  those  you  provided  for  FY79  plans. 
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PART  IX  - Special  Topics 


1,  Please  briefly  describe  your  perception  of  the  worth  of  your 
organization  to  the  Army, 

2,  Please  briefly  describe  your  organization's  area  of  greatest 
contribution  to  the  Army  analytical  community’s  program  of  studies. 

3,  Please  briefly  describe  your  organization’s  three  most  important 
areas  of  expertise, 

4,  Please  briefly  describe  your  organization’s  two  most  significant 
weaknesses, 

5,  For  each  weakness,  briefly  describe  how  the  weakness  might  be  overcome, 

6,  Describe  how  priorities  are  established  and  Implemented  in  your  agency, 

7,  Describe  briefly  how  your  agency  obtains  feedback  concerning  the 
suitability,  timeliness,  and  completeness  of  its  products, 

3,  What  tests  and  experiments  has  your  agency  requested  during  FY78 

in  order  to  develop  model  input  data?  From  what  agencies  have  these 
been  requested?  Provide  similar  information  on  what  you  propose  for 
FY79, 

9,  What  special  education  programs  are  eupported  by  your  organization 
to  assist  professional  staff  to  maintain  currency  of  knowledge  in 
professional  specialty? 

10,  Describe  briefly  the  process  by  which  your  agency  assesses  its 
mission  performance. 

11,  Describe  briefly  how  your  agency  alters  its  mission  and  functions. 
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12,  Describe,  if  applicable,  your  intern  program  or  other  programs 
to  acquire  and  train  professional  analysts. 

13,  Identify  any  problems  your  organization  may  have  in  acquiring, 
training,  holding,  and/or  replacing  professional  analysis  personnel, 
and  any  solutions  which  you  suggest, 

14,  Does  your  organization  maintain  a data  base(s)?  If  yes,  please  describe 
(number  of  data  points)  how  stored— tape,  card  deck,  printout  only, 
etc,)  means  of  updating)  frequency  of  updating)  source  of  (and 
documentation  of)  data  points)  how  is  it  accessed). 
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DEFINITIONS 


1.  STUDY  - A careful  examination  or  analysis  of  a phenomenon, 
development,  or  question;  a paper  in  which  the  results  of  such  an  effort 
are  published. 

2.  ANALYSIS  - An  examination  of  a complex,  its  elements,  and  their 
relations. 

3.  RESEARCH  - A studious  inquiry  or  examination,  especially 
investigation  or  experimentation  aimed  at  the  discovery  and  interpretation 
of  facts,  revision  of  accepted  theories  or  laws  in  the  light  of  new  facts, 
or  practical  application  of  new  or  revised  theories  or  laws. 

4.  OPERATIONS  RESEARCH  - The  application  of  scientific  and  especially 
mathematical  methods  to  the  study  and  analysis  of  problems  involving  complex 
systems  (as  firm  management,  economic  planning,  and  the  waging  of  war). 

5.  SCIENTIFIC  METHOD  - Principles  and  procedures  for  the  systematic 
pursuit  of  knowledge  involving  the  recognition  and  formulation  of  a problem, 
collection  of  data  thru  observation  and  experiment,  formulation  of  hypotheses, 
and  testing  the  hypotheses  for  validity. 

6.  SYSTEM  - Regularly  interacting  or  interdependent  items  forming  a 
unified  whole. 
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PERCEPTIONS 


Additional  Instructions  for  Completing  Survey 
of  Amy  Organizations  Involved  in  Operations  Research, 
Studies,  and  Systems  Analysis  Activities 


A,  Part  I - Identification  of  Organization 

The  organization  of  interest  is  that  element  which  is  directly 
involved  in  OR,  studies,  and  Systems  Analysis  Activities  (definitions 
are  provided  at  Inclosure  1),  For  example,  we  do  not  want  the  entire 
service  school/center  included  in  the  reported  data,  but  only  the 
appropriate  sub-elements  — Combat  Developments,  Training  Developments, 
and  the  Board,  if  appropriate.  It  is  possible  that  part  of  the  sub- 
element  is  not  involved  with  studies  and  analyses.  It's  work  program 
and  resources  should  not  be  reported.  Question  7,  Part  II,  Indicates 
that  less  than  the  full  sub-element  is  Included  in  the  report.  The 
terns  "organization"  and  "agency"  are  used  interchangeably  throughout 
the  survey. 

B,  Part  II  - Mission,  Functions,  and  Organizational  Structure 

As  discussed  in  Part  I,  only  the  directly  involved  element  should 
be  the  basis  for  information  provided  in  this  part.  Question  7 should 
be  answered  only  by  those  organisations  which  have  a raission(s)  in 
addition  to  operations  research,  studies  or  systems  analysis  studies, 

C,  Part  111  - Personnel  Resources 

1.  There  are  two  forms  provided  which  will  allow  recording  of  all 
desired  information.  The  Personnel  Resources  Data  Sheet  (Form  PROS)  is 
completed  only  once,  but  the  Personnel  Description  Data  Sheet  (Form  PDDS) 
must  be  coraploted  once  for  each  individual  classified  as  "professional 
staff."  As  a general  guide,  professional  staff  includes  grade  levels  GS5 
thru  GS18  and  2dhT  thru  HG.  Reproduction  of  Form  PDDS  is  required,  based 
on  the  number  of  professional  staff  included  in  your  organization. 

Personnel  Resources  Data  Sheet  (Form  PRDS) 

-r‘r2'. ’boded  Item  1*3  should  not  equal  the  number  reported  in  Item  4-5, 
The  difference  represents  the  civilian  personnel  who  support  the  organi- 
zation's analysts  (secretaries,  admin  personnel,  maintenance  repair 
personnel,  etc.). 

3.  The  samo  philosophy  applies  to  Coded  Items  6-8  and  9-11. 

4.  Coded  Items  12-14,  15-17,  18-20,  & 21-23  should  be  reported  in  tte 
same  manner  as  the  categories  discussed  in  paragraphs  C2  and  C'3  above. 
Projection  through  the  cud  of  FY78  should  be  included  in  these  data. 

5.  Coded  Items  24-25,  26-27,  36-37,  & 38-39  should  be  projected 
through  the  end  of  PY78, 
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6.  The  sura  of  Coded  Items  28-29,  30-31,  32-33,  & 34-35,  should  not 
necessarily  equal  Coded  Item  26-27,  specifically  if  some  civilian  personnel 
moved  to  other  government  organizations  and  did  not  receive  promotions. 

7.  Coded  Item  40-41  should  not  equal  Item  38-39  unless  there  have 
been  no  reass ignraents  during  the  past  two  FYs* 

8.  The  sum  of  Coded  Items  42-43,  44-45,  & 46-47  should  equal  Item 
40-41,  These  items  are  designed  to  determine  how  many  military  personnel 
are  leaving  the  Army  before  retirement,  how  many  leave  at  first  retirement 
eligibility,  and  how  many  leave  sometime  after  their  initial  retirement 
eligibility, 

9.  Coded  Items  48-49,  50-51,  and  52-53  should  equal  42-43,  44-45, 
and  46-47,  respectively,  only  if  all  military  personnel  who  left  the  Amy 
obtained  employment  in  their  specialty  in  the  private  sector, 

10.  Coded  Items  54-55,  56-57,  58-59,  & 60-61  are  self-explanatory. 

Personnel  Description  Data  Sheet  (Form  PDD8) 

11.  The  descriptor  code  on  page  9 explains  the  code  choices  available 
for  use  in  completing  Form  PODS  (page  8).  The  code  number  locations  on 
Form  PDDS  are  also  defined  in  the  descriptor  code  (page  9).  One  Form  POOS 
should  be  completed  for  each  "professional  staff"  member. 

12.  Coded  Item  1 is  designed  to  separate  the  professional  staff 

into  three  general  categories— a group  which  basically  manages  and  performs 
little  original  work;  a group  which  manages,  but  also  performs  some  original 
work;  and  a group  which  only  works  on  the  organization's  "work  units" 
(defined  in  the  program  part  (Part  VII))  of  the  survey. 

13.  Coded  Items  2&3  and  465  are  self-explanatory. 

14.  Coded  Item  6&7  should  include  military  plus  civil  service  time. 

If  appropriate  for  the  Individual  concerned. 

15.  Coded  Items  849,  10411,  and  12413  are  self-explanatory. 

16.  Coded  Item  14-17  should,  for  military,  reflect  the  two-digit 
primary  specialty  first,  followed  by  the  two-digit  alternate  specialty. 

17.  Coded  Items  18  and  19420  are  self-explanatory. 

18.  Coded  Item  21422  involves  col  lege /university  education  only. 

Any  comments  concerning  military  courses  or  short  training  courses 
(e.g,,  OHS A Executive  Course)  should  be  incorporated  in  questions  9 or  12 
of  Part  IX  (page  30). 
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Part  IV  - Facilities 


1.  Coded  Items  1 thru  7 are  self-explanatory, 

2.  Coded  Item  8 i9  intended  to  identify  government  quarters  readily 
accessable  for  organization  visitors,  withou*-  involving  any  determination  of 
whether  or  not  the  quarters  physically  belong  to  the  organization. 

3.  Coded  Items  9 and  10  refer  to  additional  working  space 
(previously  documented  in  Items  1 thru  7),  but  should  not  include 
additional  BOQ  space.  If  additional  BOQ  space  is  programed*  it  may 
be  reported  in  Coded  Item  13, 

4.  Coded  items  11,  12  and  13  are  self-explanatory. 

E.  Part  V - Computers 

1.  A separate  Computer  Resources  Data  Sheet  (Form  CRDS(  page  14) 
should  be  completed  for  each  computer  operated  by  your  organization.  Ii  you 
own  no  computers,  your  iaased  time  should  be  reported  in  question  3 of  the 
Supplemental  Computer  Survey  (page  15). 

2.  The  Information  code  on  page  13  defines  the  location  of  each  cod© 
number  on  Fora  CRDS  and  explains  the  code  choices  available  for  use  in 
completing  Form  CRDS. 

3.  Coded  Items  1*5,  6-10,  11,  12  are  self-explanatory, 

4.  Coded  Item  13  should  Indicate  the  number  oi  outside  agencies  which 
use  your  organisation’s  computer  during  au  average  month. 

5.  Question  5 on  Form  CRDS  (page  14)  aigy  require  additional  apace; 
please  use  the  bottom  of  the  page  and  the  reverse  side,  if  required. 

6.  Ihe  Supplemental  Computer  Survey  (page  IS)  is  self-explanatory, 

F.  Part  VI  - Funds 

Receipts 

1.  Question  l requests  a listing  of  the  funds,  by  appropriation,  the 
organization  receives  in  a given  year,  through  the  budget  process,  to  accompli*!] 
its  assigned  mission. 

2.  Question  2 requests  a listing  of  funds  received  for  providing  a 
service  to  a customer.  these  funds  are  in  addition  to  those  received  through 
appropriation.  This  question  implicitly  involves  Chose  funds  which  arc 
transferred  from  one  organisation  to  another. 
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3.  Question  3 requests  a listing  of  funds  which  should  be  attributed 
to  your  organization  in  that  the  product  will  benefit  primarily  your  organi- 
zation, even  though  your  organization  was  not  requested  to  pay  for  the 
product. 

4.  Questions  4 and  5 are  self-explanatory. 

Expenditures 

5,  The  information  code  for  the  Fund  Expenditures  Data  Sheet  (Form 
FEDS,  page  19)  describes,  on  page  18,  the  code  choices  available  for  use 
and  the  location  of  each  code  number  on  Form  FEDS, 

6,  All  code  items  are  self-explanatory.  The  sum  of  all  items  must 
equal  the  total  amount  of  funds  expended  by  your  organization, 

L.  Part  VII  - Expected  Program  of  Work  During  FY  1979 

1,  The  basic  unit  of  refe’.'nce  to  be  tabulated  in  this  part  of  the 
survey  is  the  “work  unit",  A work  unit  is  a level  of  effort  expended  by 
your  organization,  expressed  in  TIM,  to  perform  an  analysis  or  study.  The 
work  unit  scope  should  be  chosen  so  that  the  description  of  the  problem 
addressed  can  be  uniquely  characterised  by  the  Activity  Description  Codes, 
pages  22-26  of  the  survey, 

2.  It  is  anticipated  that  individual  studies  or  analyses  conducted 
by  your  organization  will  normally  serve  to  define  a work  unit.  However, 
if  the  study  is  broad  in  scope  and  the  effort  expended  cannot  be  strati- 
fied uniquely  by  the  Activity  Description  Codes,  then  the  study  must  be 
subdivided  into  its  component  parts.  In  this  regard,  a 

separate  Foro  WPDS  roust  bo  completed  for  each  work  unit,  and  each  work 
unit  must  have  a unique  title  descriptor.  It  is  permissible  to  combine 
a number  of  individual  efforts  into  a work  unit  which,  when  combined,  can 
bo  uniquely  characterized  by  the  Activity  Deacrtption  Code®,  In  this  case, 
only  s no  Fotta  WPDS  should  be  used  to  record  thia  combined  effort  work  unit. 

Work  Program  Data  Sheet 

3.  The  Activity  Description  Code  (pages  22-26)  describes  the  choices 
available  for,  and  the  location  of,  each  coded  item  on  the  Work  Program  Data 
Sheet  (Form  WPDS,  page  21),  One  Form  WPDS  should  bo  completed  for  each 
work  unit  plant  jd  for  FY79  by  your  organization, 

4,  In  addition  Co  the  Coded  Description  of  Work,  each  Data  Sheet 
requires  additional  information.  All  questions  arc  self-explanatory  except 
planned  expenditure  of  funds  (item  7),  In  this  regard,  the  cost  of  the  FY79 
work  units  should  equal  the  organisation's  command  operating  budget  plus 
the  pay  and  allowances  of  assigned  military.  If  the  listing  of  computer 
models  requires  additional  space,  the  lower  right  comer  or  reverse  Side 

of  the  form  can  be  used. 
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Activity  Descriptor  Code  (for  Form  WFDS) 

5.  Coded  Items  1 and  2 are  self-explanatory. 

6.  Coded  Item  3 should  K answered  based  on  where  the  source  of  work 
originated  without  regard  to  administrative  tasking  procedures  which  may  be 
in  effect  to  assist  in  developing  priorities  of  effort.  This  is  especially 
critical  in  determining  whether  the  source  of  work  originated  in  a peer 
organization  or  was  dictated  by  a higher  headquarters. 

7.  Coded  Item  4 requires  the  use  of  '•other*'  in  those  cases  not 
described  in  the  offered  choices.  Review  of  other  studies  and  work  units 
are  examples  of  when  the.  use  of  the  choice  "other"  would  be  appropriate, 

8.  Coded  Item  5 and  6 requires  careful  consideration.  This  choice 
will  often  require  redefinition  of  the  work  unit.  Proper  selection  of 
"whether"  or  "what  kind"  of  system  required  are.  the  most  difficult  choices 
to  correctly  identify, 

9.  Coded  Item  7 requires  a "best  fit".  These  are  designated  OSD 
categories  and  "other"  is  not  a possible  selection. 

10.  Coded  Item  8 will  be  troublesome  only  in  the  case  of  nuclear-only 
studies.  Choice  3 is  the  desired  choice  in  this  case.  This  approach  was 
taken  to  reduce  the  number  of  possible- combination  answers, 

11.  Coded  Item  9 and  10  integrates  two  approaches.  The  work  unit  1b 
concerned  with  either  a system  level  (sub-item,  item  (system),  small  unit, 
large  unit  or  Army  force)  or  a functional  level.  If,  for  example,  the  DIVAD 
gun  is  being  examined,  Choice  "02"  or  "10"  is  the  appropriate  response}  if 
the  DIVAD  gun  as  part  of  the  air  defense  system  is  being  examined,  then  "33" 
is  the  appropriate  response.  Helicopters  used  in  organizations  should  be 
reported  by  Choice  "20", 

12.  The  Capability  Categories  in  Coded  Item  11  and  12  are  the  current 
DA  CAPCATS,  In  this  choice,  helicopter  work  units  should  be  reported  under 
Choice  "01". 

13.  Ceded  Item  13  and  14  choices  describe  the  TRADOC  Battlefield 
Development  Plan  (BDP)  breakout.  Choices  Al  thru  A5  are  elements  of  Force 
Generation  and  Choices  B1  thru  B5  are  elements  of  the  Central  Battle,  These 
choices  require  a "best  fit"  based  upon  the  fundamental  objective  of  the 
work  unit, 

H,  Part  VIII  - bark  Program  Content  - FY  1973 

Use  the  same  accivity  designator  code  and  Form  (Form  WPDS)  as  were 
used  for  your  FY79  program  description,  Again,  proper  definition  of  work 
units  is  the  key.  Each  work  unit  should  be  reported  on  a separate  Form  WPDS. 
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I,  Part  IX  - Special  Topics 

Responses  should  be  provided  on  a separate  piece  of  paper.  Each 
question  is  self-explanatory.  Concise,  but  complete  narratives  are  desired. 
Question  14  is  particularly  important  in  assisting  the  study  group  to 
understand  the  current  status  of  Amy  analysis. 
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APPENDIX  E 


MANAGEMENT  OF  THE  ARMY  STUDY  PROGRAM  AND  STUDY  SYSTEM 


E-l.  INTRODUCTION.  This  appendix  examines  the  Army  study  program 
(TASP)  and  the  system  by  which  it  is  managed--the  Army  Study  Sys- 
tem (TASS).  It  begins  with  a detailed  discussion  of  the  current 
system  in  its  ideal  form  as  specified  by  regulation.  In  reality 
this  system  has  serious  shortcomings  which  are  described  as  are 
what  the  Study  Group  considers  to  be  the  characteristics  of  an 
adequate  study  system.  This  is  followed  by  a discussion  of  three 
alternatives  to  the  current  system. 

E-2.  PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT,  IMPLEMENTATION  AND  EVALUATION,  a. 
General 

(1)  The  Army  Study  System  (TASS)  provides  the  Army  ability 
to  conduct  selected  study  and  analysis  projects.  These  thorough 
and  detailed  analyses  of  present  and  projected  problems  help  Army 
decisionmakers  respond  to  changing  conditions. 

(2)  Army  studies  are  managed  under  a system  characterized  by 
decentralized  program  development  to  provide  maximum  creativity 
and  flexibility,  and  centralized  program  review.  Administrative 
responsibilities  are  delegated  to  Army  Staff  agencies  and  to  the 
MACOMs,  Administrative  procedures  are  Intended  to  be  as  simple  as 
practical  and  emphasize  quality  control.  nie  stuc|y  system  Is  ori- 
ented toward  maximum  use  of  in-house  study  capabilities,  supple- 
mented by  contract  support  only  when  absolutely  necessary, 

(3)  The  annually  developed  program  Is  a two-year  program  of 
studies  planned  for  initiation  or  completion  during  the  next  two 
fiscal  years.  Program  development  and  performance  consists  of 
five  activities 

(a)  Publication  of  Secretary  of  the  Army/Chief  of  Staff 
Study  Planning  Guidance. 

(b)  Preparation  of  MACOM  and  HQDA  Staff  agency  pregrams. 

(c)  Development  of  The  Army  Study  Program  (TASP), 

(d)  Implementation  of  the  annual  program. 

(e)  Evaluation  of  the  program. 
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b.  Study  Planning  Guidance 

(1)  HQDA  publishes  Study  Planning  Guidance  (SPG)  In  October. 
The  guidance  Is  a specially  designed  expression  of  the  principal 
concerns  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Staff.  SPG 
covers  the  budget  and  first  outyears.  It  identifies  priority 
problem  areas  (PPA),  the  resolution  of  which  would  provide  sub- 
stantive contributions  to  Army  planning,  programing,  and  decision- 
making. The  intent  of  SPG  is  to  give  direction  to  the  total  study 
effort  and  serve  as  a basis  for  establishing  priorities  among  in- 
dividual study  proposals, 

(2)  Before  SPG  is  drafted,  the  KACQMs  and  HQDA  Staff 
agencies  are  invited  to  provide  ide-s  concerning  the  PPAs  which 
should  be  included  in  the  new  edition.  These  contributions  are 
reviewed  at  SA/CSA  level  and  selected  items  are  incorporated  into 
the  final  SPG. 

(3)  SPG  identifies  only  a select  few  of  the  most  important 
problem  areas.  It  would  be  possible  to  publish  a very  large  list 
of  potential  PPAs,  but  this  large  list  would  lose  its  sense  of 
priority  and  importance.  Therefore,  only  a few  PPAs  are  provided. 

(4)  Each  PPA  is  assigned  to  a HQDA  Staff  agency.  That 
agency  serves  as  "Project  Manager"  and  develops  a subprogram  of 
studies  and  related  actions  to  resolve  the  problems  identified  in 
the  PPA.  The  PPAs  are  continued  in  subsequent  annual  editions  of 
the  SPG  until  the  identified  problems  are  solved.  The  systematic 
addressal  and  resolution  of  a PPA  implies  preparation  of  a coher- 
ent grouping  of  studies  which  frequently  cuts  across  agency/MACOM 
functional  areas.  Therefore,  coordination  between  agencies  and 
MACOMs  i 5 necessary  in  the  planning  of  studies  to  adequately  ad- 
dress the  PPAs.  The  studies  the  "Project  Manager"  initiates  are 
included  in  the  annual  TASP, 

c.  MACQM  and  HQDA  Staff  Agency  Programs 

(1)  Each  MACOM  and  HQDA  Staff  Agency  prepares  and  maintains 
a two-year  program.  These  local  programs  are  prepared  annually, 
and  include  all  the  studies  ongoing  and  planned,  Each  program  is 
based  on  SPG  (paragraph  E-l  above)  and  on  the  study  needs  of  the 
local  command  and  agency.  Format  and  content  for  the  programs  are 
prescribed  in  AR  5-5. 

(2)  The  principal  action  officer  for  preparation  of  the  pro- 
gram is  the  local  Study  Coordinator.  The  Coordinator  may  issue 
command  guidance  for  his  subordinate  organizations  to  follow  in 
preparation  of  the  command  program. 
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(3)  All  command  and  agency  programs  are  reviewed  centrally. 
However,  the  method  for  that  review  varies  widely.  In  some  cases 
the  review  Is  conducted  mainly  by  the  Study  Coordinator,  with 
minimal  staff  coordination.  In  other  cases,  there  is  a highly 
structured  command  study  review  board  which  goes  over  the  program 
thoroughly  and  establishes  study  priorities. 


(4)  The  command  and  agency  study  programs  are  forwarded  to 
HQDA  during  the  second  quarter  of  each  fiscal  year.  There,  they 
are  coordinated  and  consolidated  into  the  master  Arny  Study  Pro- 
gram. HQDA  notifies  the  MACQMs/agencies  when  their  programs  have 
been  reviewed  by  the  VCSA.  When  the  Individual  coimand  and  agency 
programs  are  finalized,  some  are  printed  in  formal  documents,  and* 
some  are  maintained  as  lass  formal  staff  papers. 

d.  The  Army  Study  Program  (TASP) 


(1)  The  TASP  is  a single  document  which  lists  the  studies 
the  Army  has  ongoing  or  plans  to  initiate.  The  program  Is  pub- 
lished In  September,  just  prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal 
year.  It  lists  studies  for  the  next  two  years.  It  Is  a compila- 
tion of  all  the  MACGM  and  HQDA  Staff  agency  programs, 

(2)  The  TASP  provides  the  following  Information: 


(a)  Studies  by  major  study  categories  (manpower,  opera- 
tions, management,  intelligence,  etc.). 

(b)  Studies  by  MACOM  and  HQDA  Staff  agency. 

(c)  Studies  by  fiscal  year,  for  the  next  two  years. 

(d)  Names,  addresses  and  phone  numbers  for  MACOM  and  Staff 
agency  Study  Coordinators. 

(e)  Study  points  of  contact  in  OSD  and  the  Services. 

(f)  In-house  study  agencies  and  reference  facilities, 

(3)  The  annual  edition  of  the  TASP  is  prepared  by  the  Study 
Management  Office,  OCSA.  MACOM  and  Staff  agency  programs  are  con- 
solidated and  provided  to  the  HQDA  Staff  and  Secretariat  for  re- 

During  the  review,  each  proposed  study  Is  represented  by  an 
abbreviated  DD  Form  1498,  which  provides  the  study  title,  level  of 
effort,  and  brief  description  of  the  project,  staff  and  Secretar- 
iat comments  of  the  individual  study  proposals  are  consolidated 
and  provided  to  the  MACOMs  and  Staff  proponents  for  resolution. 

In  this  process,  several  proposed  studies  are  either  deleted  or 
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revised  to  resolve  any  adverse  comments.  A computer  program  has 
been  developed  by  USAMSSA  to  assist  with  the  production  of  the 
several  listings  necessary  during  the  review  and  final  production 
process. 

(4)  The  final  draft,  after  concurrence  by  the  HQDA  Staff  and 
Secretariat,  is  provided  to  the  VCSA  for  review/approval.  It 
should  be  noted  that  MACOM  commanders,  in  accord  with  AR  5-5,  have 
full  authority  and  responsibility  for  development  of  their  own 
study  programs.  Consequently,  when  the  final  consolidated  TASP  Is 
provided  to  the  VCSA,  he  reviews  and  notes  the  MACOM  parts  of  the 
TASP,  and  he  reviews  and  approves  the  HQDA  part  of  the  TASP. 

(5)  The  approved  TASP  is  printed  in  approximately  500 
copies,  and  distributed  to  the  MACOMs  and  HQDA  Staff  agencies, 
other  Services,  and  to  organizations  outside  DOD  upon  request.  In 
accordance  with  DODD  5010.22,  a copy  of  the  TASP  together  with 
copies  of  each  of  the  DD  Forms  1498,  are  provided  to  the  Office  of 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Research  and  Engineering)  for  review 
by  the  DOD  Study  and  Analysis  Steering  Group. 

(6)  The  TASP  is  a snapshot  at  a point  In  time.  Soon  after 
publication,  some  studies  are  determined  to  be  not  necessary,  and 
others  are  added.  There  is  continual  change  during  the  fiscal 
year.  The  TASP  is  not  updated  after  publication.  There  Is  no  at- 
tempt to  keep  track  of  additions  and  deletions.  Changes  are  made 
at  the  discretion  of  the  MACOM  commanders  and  HQDA  Staff  agency 
heads.  However,  at  time  of  preparation  of  the  next  year's  TASP, 
the  MACOMs  and  agencies  report  the  changes  made  during  the  year. 

e.  Program  Implementation 

(1)  Implementation  of  the  TASP  is  conducted  on  a decentral- 
ized basis.  Upon  TASP  approval,  MACOMs  and  HQDA  Staff  agencies 
proceed  to  initiate  the  individual  study  efforts  within  their  pro- 
grams. AR  5-5  prescribes  the  requirements  and  procedures  for  the 
initiation,  validation,  development,  and  conduct  for  individual 
studies  and  the  application  of  study  results. 

(2)  Unprogramed  study  requirements  are  often  identified  by 
the  MACOMs  and  Staff  agencies,  and  may  be  initiated  If  resources 
are  available.  The  unprogramed  studies  require  the  same  defini- 
tion, justification,  monitorshlp,  and  use  of  results  as  programed 
studies. 

(3)  Some  unprogramed  studies  result  from  unsolicited  propos- 
als from  outside  contract  organizations.  The  recipient  of  an  un- 
solicited proposal  performs  certain  administrative  tasks  regarding 
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acknowledgement,  protection,  review,  and  evaluation  of  the  pro- 
posal. The  checklist  of  responsibilities,  and  sample  correspon- 
dence are  given  in  AR  5-5, 

(4)  Before  a study  Is  begun,  the  sponsor  establishes  the 
need  for  the  study,  defines  the  problem  and  scope,  determines  a 
manageable  number  of  valid  objectives,  Identifies  the  use  and 
users  of  the  study  results,  determines  when  the  results  are 
needed,  and  conducts  a thorough  literature  search  to  preclude  du- 
plication of  previous  study  efforts. 

(5)  The  sponsor  confirms  the  validity  of  the  proposed  effort 
by  coordinating  the  requirement  among  Interested  MACOMs  and  Staff 
agencies,  determines  the  availability  of  In-house  resources  to 
perform  the  study,  and  obtains  approval  of  contract  funding  or 
prepares  a study  directive. 

(6)  Contract  and  grant  studies  are  Initiated  by  means  of  a 
Request  for  Approval  of  Contractual  Support  (RACS).  The  RACS  is 
written  by  the  sponsor's  action  officer,  and  coordinated  for  ap- 
proval. AR  5-5  provides  the  format  for  the  RACS. 

(7)  In  the  MACOMs,  a RACS  is  approved  by  the  MACOM  or  sub- 
MACOM  commander  If  the  study  Is  to  cost  less  than  $200,000.  If 
$200,000  or  more,  the  RACS  is  forwarded  to  HQDA  for  approval  at 
the  Secretariat  level.  OCSA  Study  Management  Office  designates  a 
HQDA  Staff  agency  to  coordinate  the  RACS  within  the  Staff  and  with 
the  ODUSA(QR).  The  coordinated  RACS  is  approved  by  the  OCSA.  If 
funded  with  RDTE  money,  it  Is  forwarded  to  ASA(RDA)  for  final  ap- 
proval, and  If  funded  with  QMA  or  other  appropriations,  it  Is  ap- 
proved by  ASA(IL&FM).  The  approved  RACS  is  returned  to  the  spon- 
soring MACOM  for  initiation  of  the  study  contract. 

(8)  For  HQDA  Staff  contract  studies,  a RACS  is  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  Staff  agency  when  the  study  costs  less  than 
$200,000  and  If  it  has  been  approved  by  the  VCSA  In  the  annual 
program.  If  the  study  was  not  programed  at  the  beginning  of  the 
year,  the  RACS  Is  approved  by  the  OCSA.  If  $200,000  or  more,  the 
RACS  goes  through  OCSA  to  the  Secretariat  for  final  approval.  If 
funded  by  RDTE,  the  ASA(RDA)  approves  the  study,  and  if  funded  by 
OMA,  the  ASA( IL&FM)  approves.  The  RACS  is  returned  to  the  spon- 
soring Staff  agency  for  Initiation  of  the  study  contract.  The 
Study  Management  Office  initiates  funding  documentation  for  the 
approved  HQDA  contract  studies. 

(9)  In-house  studies  to  be  conducted  by  ad  hoc  study  groups 
or  by  established  study  organizations  are  Initiated  by  means  of 
study  directives.  A study  directive  may  be  a formal  document 
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initiated  by  HQDA  requesting  a MACQM  to  conduct  a study  In  one  of 
its  in-house  study  organizations.  In  that  case,  the  study  direc- 
tive is  written  by  HQDA  Staff  proponent  and  coordinated  with  the 
MACOM  staff  prior  to  publication.  A sample  format  for  a formal 
directive  is  given  in  AR  5-5.  On  the  other  hand,  If  the  study  is 
initiated  within  an  organization,  the  directive  may  be  as  simple 
as  a local  memorandum  addressed  to  the  head  of  the  study  team. 
In-house  studies  are  authorized  at  any  time,  as  the  need  arises, 
by  local  managers  so  long  as  resources  can  be  made  available.  Au- 
thority to  initiate  in-house  study  projects  is  completely  decen- 
tralized. The  size  of  the  In-house  effort  is  Immaterial— It  may 
range  from  as  little  as  one  man-year  effort  or  as  much  as  twenty 
man-years. 

(10)  Actual  conduct  of  the  study  begins  upon  award  of  the 
contract  or  when  the  in-house  study  team  begins  work.  A Study  Ad- 
visory Group  (SAG)  is  convened,  or  a Study  Advisor  is  appointed  to 
guide  the  efforts  of  the  Study  Group.  A study  plan  Is  prepared 
and  approved  by  the  SAG  or  Study  Advisor.  The  role  of  the  SAG  or 
Study  Advisor  is  advisory  unless  management  responsibility  is 
delegated  by  the  sponsor, 

(11)  Upon  completion  of  the  study,  the  sponsor  evaluates  the 
results,  and  acts  on  approved  study  recommendations.  The  sponsor 
communicates  the  result  to  all  those  affected  and  Implements  the 
decisions,  or  documents  the  rationale  for  nonimplementation. 

(12)  Individual  study  projects  are  reported  to  the  Defense 
Documentation  Center  (DDC)  on  DD  Form  1498.  The  DD  Form  1498  Is 
first  submitted  when  a study  effort  is  approved  in  the  annual 
study  program.  The  form  is  resubmitted  upon  Initiation,  change, 
termination,  and  completion  of  the  study,  A final  1498,  after  im- 
plementation of  study  recommendations,  Includes  an  evaluation  of 
the  results  and  uses  of  the  study. 

(13)  Copies  of  the  final  study  document,  upon  approval,  are 
forwarded  to  DDC  and  the  Artny  Library,  Pentagon.  Copies  of  logis- 
tics studies  are  provided  to  the  Defense  Logistics  Studies  Infor- 
mation Exchange  (DLSIE), 

f.  Program  Evaluation.  Arn\y  study  program  evaluation  consists 
of  the  following  two  activities. 

(1)  Results  and  Use  Analysis 

(a)  Each  fiscal  year,  during  the  fourth  quarter,  an  analy- 
sis Is  conducted  by  the  Study  Management  Office  of  the  results  and 
uses  of  completed  studies  (all  studies  completed  during  a selected 
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12-  to  18-month  time  period).  This  consists  of  a desk  audit  of 
the  results  and  uses  of  each  completed  study  as  reported  by  the 
study-doing  organization.  At  the  end  of  each  individual  study, 
the  sponsor  has  completed  a DD  Form  1498  and  recorded  the  extent 
to  which  the  study  met  its  original  objectives.  The  sponsor  also 
recorded  the  uses  made  (the  Implementation)  of  the  study  results 
(recommendations,  conclusions,  etc.). 

(b)  The  Study  Management  Office  reviews  each  of  the  indi- 
vidual DD  Forms  1498,  and  accumulates  observations  and  statistics 
about  the  success  and  utility  of  the  many  studies.  This  analysis 
Is  printed  In  a results  and  use  document  and  provided  to  top  Amy 
management,  and  to  the  MACOMs  and  DA  Staff  agencies.  Any  areas  of 
study  management  which  appar  to  need  correction  as  a result  of 
this  analysis  are  given  special  attention  by  the  Study  Management 
Office  and  the  Study  Coordinators. 

(2)  Priority  Problem  Area  Evaluation.  As  Indicated  in  para- 
graph 2d  above,  each  PPA  in  the  annual  SPG  Is  assigned  to  a HQDA 
Staff  agency.  That  agency  serves  as  “Project  ManagerM  to  develop 
a set  of  studies  and  other  actions  designed  to  solve  the  PPA,  The 
PPA  studies  are  included  In  the  draft  agency  and  MACOM  study  pro- 
grams. When  the  programs  are  reviewed  at  HQDA  during  development 
of  the  TASP,  an  evaluation  Is  made  to  determine  how  well  the  PPAs 
have  been  resolved  and  which  PPAs  need  additional  study  effort. 
This  evaluation  Is  conducted  by  the  ODUSA(QR).  Results  of  this 
evaluation  are  used  In  determining  whether  PPAs  need  to  be 
continued  and  republished  In  next  year's  SPG. 

E-3.  BUDGET,  DEVELOPMENT  AND  IMPLEMENTATION,  a.  General . Bud- 
geting for  Army  studies  and  analyses  Is  decentralized.  Each  MACOM 
and  major  Army  headquarters  develops  its  own  budget  requirements 
and  Includes  these  amounts  in  its  annual  Command  Operating  Budget 
Estimate  (COBE).  Funds  for  studies  and  analyses  may  be  expended 
from  every  Amy  appropriation.  The  funds  are  expended  for  mainte- 
nance of  full-time  in-house  Arny  study  organizations,  for  support 
of  ad  hoc  study  groups,  for  consultants,  and  for  study  contracts 
with  non-DOD  study  organizations  (think  tanks). 

b.  In-house  Study  Organizations.  Budgets  for  study  and  analy- 
sis organizations  are  prepared  at  the  local  level  and  are  Included 
In  the  COBEs  of  their  parent  organizations.  Funds  requested  in 
these  budgets  include  amounts  for  civilian  pay,  for  computer  sup- 
port, travel,  security,  and  all  other  housekeeping  expenses. 

These  organizations  are  usually  funded  front  DMA  or  RDTE  appropria- 
tions. The  budget  requests  are  defended  routinely  up  through 
channels  during  the  annual  budget  review  process.  Usually,  no 
special  budget  defense  is  required  before  OSD,  or  the  Congress, 
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Men  Congress  does  single  out  a particular  organization,  a special 
defense  is  prepared,  consisting  of  special  justification  materials 
and  witnesses  before  the  Congressional  staffers  or  Committee  mem- 
bers. It  should  be  noted  that  In-house  study  organizations  may 
recleve  funds  from  other  Army  and  DQD  organizations  for  the  con- 
duct of  special  study  projects. 

c.  Ad  Hoc  Groups.  The  army  uses  specially  formed  ad  hoc  study 
groups  extensively.  These  groups  vary  in  sl2e  from  3 to  20  ana- 
lysts and  administrative  support  personnel.  They  work  part-t -n’e 
and  full-time.  They  belong  to  a single  parent  organization;  or 
they  may  be  borrowed  (assembled)  from  various  organizations ! Re- 
quirements for  ad  hoc  studies  are  not  usually  known  very  far  In 
advance,  and  budgets  are  not  included  In  the  annual  COBEs.  Conse- 
quently, funds  to  support  the  ad  hoc  groups  must  be  found  from 
within  the  currently  available  funds  of  the  local  operating  bud- 
get. Analysts  and  administrative  personnel  are  paid  their  regular 
salaries  by  their  parent  organizations,  TOT  funds  are  often  pro- 
vided by  the  parent  organization,  but  may  be  provided  by  the  or- 
ganization sponsoring  the  study.  Administrative  support  {office 
space  and  supplies)  Is  provided  by  the  study  sponsor  from  his  op- 
erating accounts. 

d.  Consultants.  Consultants  are  hired  to  bring  highly  spe- 
cialized expertise  needed  by  the  Amy  for  relatively  short  periods 
of  time.  The  consultants  are  hired  in  accordance  with  civilian 
personnel  regulations  (CPA  A-9.  Employment  of  Experts  and  Consul- 
tants). Each  consultant  Is  paid  on  a per  diem  basis  for  the  dura- 
tion of  the  special  study  or  analysis  project.  Local  civilian 
personnel  salary  funds  are  used  to  pay  the  consultants.  Funds 
may,  or  may  not  have  been  specially  included  in  the  civilian  pay 
budget.  If  not,  the  local  comptroller  uses  slack  (money  fcr  cur- 
rently vacant  civilian  positions)  to  pay  the  consultants, 

e.  Contracts  and  Grants 

(1)  Study  and  analysis  contracts  are  performed  by  non-DOO 
commercial  organizations  (think  tanks)  and  by  Federal  Contract  Re- 
search Centers  (FCRCs)  of  the  other  military  services.  Study  and 
analysis  projects  are  also  performed  by  means  of  grants  to  either 
individuals  or  institutions  (i.e,,  universities). 

(2)  Budgets  for  contract  studies  are  usually  included  (some- 
times invisible)  In  local  COBs.  In  a few  cases  contract  funds  are 
budgeted  at  program  elements  specifically  for  contract  studies. 
These  few  program  elements  are  visible  In  the  Army  budget. 
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(3)  Planning  for  study  funds  begins  about  20  months  before 
the  year  of  execution  when  approximate  amounts  are  recorded  In  the 
Army  Program  Objective  Memorandum  (POM).  About  14  months  before 
execution,  budget  review  committees  begin  a series  of  reviews 
wherein  questions  are  asked  about  the  needs  of  the  study  program. 
About  12  months  before  execution,  a detailed  listing  of  proposed 
contract  studies  is  prepared  for  support  of  the  few  visible  pro- 
gram element  budget  lines.  This  information  includes  title,  brief 
statement  of  the  problem  to  be  addressed,  description  of  expected 
results,  and  the  contract  cost.  At  the  same  time,  a comprehensive 
listing  of  titles  Is  prepared  for  all  planned  In-house  studies. 

In  November  of  each  year,  information  on  planned  contracts  for  the 
few  visible  budget  lines  and  on  all  planned  in-house  studies  Is 
provided  to  the  authorizations  and  appropriations  conrolttees  of 
the  Congress. 

(4)  The  requirement  to  provide  detailed  Information  about 
planned  studies  for  the  budget  year  grew  out  of  the  difficult  ex- 
perience with  the  FY  79  study  budget.  In  years  prior  to  FY  79, 
the  Army  had  merely  prepared  Congressional  Descriptive  Summaries 
of  study  budget  needs  (again  In  the  few  program  element  budget 
lines).  Congress  approved  a "bucket*4  of  funds  for  each  program 
element  which  the  Army  spent  on  contract  and  In-house  studies  in 
any  manner  that  seemed  appropriate.  Congress  became  dissatisfied 
with  what  appeared  to  be  poor  study  management  throughout  DOD,  and 
cut  the  study  funds  in  the  FY  79  budget  lines.  In  order  to  pre- 
clude this  happening  again,  the  Army  is  preparing  the  detailed 
listings  described  above  for  presentation  to  the  Congressional 
Committees  prior  to  the  time  of  the  FY  80  budget  markups.  In  this 
manner,  It  is  hoped  that  the  staffers  and  committee  members  will 
be  sold  on  the  Importance  of  the  study  efforts  and  will  not  cut 
the  budget  reflected  in  the  few  program  element  study  lines. 

(5)  In  the  past,  the  few  specific  study  program  element 
lines  have  been  routinely  defended  by  Army  representatives  testi- 
fying before  the  Congressional  Committees.  This  method  worked 
satisfactorily  until  the  FY  79  budget  request.  Special  appear- 
ances were  made  by  officials  of  the  Army  Secretariat  and  HQDA 
Staff  to  defend  the  FY  79  budget  request. 

(6)  During  approval  of  the  FY  78  and  FY  79  Army  budgets, 
Congress  also  made  general,  across-the-board  cuts  to  the  OKA  bud- 
get, reducing  study  funds  for  HQDA  and  the  commands.  Here  too,  it 
Is  hoped  that  the  advance  lists  of  contract  and  In-house  studies 
to  be  presented  to  Congressional  Conmlttees  will  justify  the  study 
funds  requested  1,i  the  FY  80  budget. 
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(7)  There  Is  an  annual  requirement  to  provide  to  OSD,  during 
the  budget  formulation  process,  a report  of  funds  being  budgeted 
for  studies  and  analyses  (Exhibit  PB-21),  To  this  date,  only 
funds  for  studies  monitored  In  the  AR  5-5  study  system  have  been 
reported  to  OSD,  This  report  is  prepared  by  each  MACQM  and  DA 
Staff  agency,  and  assembled  by  the  Study  Management  Office,  OCSA, 
The  report  covers  the  previous,  current  and  budget  year.  For  ex- 
ample, the  current  report  being  prepared  covers  FY  78,  FY  79,  and 
FY  80.  Because  AR  5-5  does  not  cover  all  Amy  studies  and 
analyses,  the  Exhibit  PB-21  does  not  provide  a comprehensive  Amy 
total  for  Amy  studies  and  analyses. 

E-4,  EVALUATION  Of  THE  ARMY  STUDY  SYSTEM  (TASS),  a.  Introduc- 
tion. The  previous  section  described  the  Amy  Study  System  as  It 
Is  Intended  to  be  by  AR  5-5  and  DA  Pamphlet  5-5,  In  some  respects 
it  does  not  live  up  to  these  intentions.  Furthermore,  even  the 
system  as  Intended  does  not  meet  some  of  the  requirements  stated 
or  implied  in  OSD  and  Congressional  guidance.  This  section  de-  - 
scribes  the  ways  In  which  TASS  does  not  meet  Amy,  0S0  or  Congres- 
sional requirements  and  the  measures  that  could  be  taken  to  im- 
prove the  system  in  these  ways.  First,  however,  it  is  appropriate 
to  review  what  the  Arny,  OSD  and  Congress  have  indicated  are  “re- 
quirements'1 for  TASS. 

b.  Army  Requirements.  The  Amy  wants  a systen  that  will  fa- 
cilitate the  conduct  of  studies  to  help  research,  development,  and 
management  decisions  at  various  levels.  More  specifically,  the 
system  should: 

(1)  Make  efficient  use  of  study  resources  by  procuring  high- 
quality  products,  at  reasonable  cost,  In  a timely  way  and  without 
undesired  redundancy, 

(2)  Assure  that  information  about  Amy  studies  and  their  re- 
sults is  available  te  persons  needing  that  information. 

(4)  Provide  guidance  to  study  sponsors  about  key  problem 
areas  facing  the  Amy. 

(4)  Assure  a logical  planning  of  the  study  program  toward 
problem  solutions. 

c.  OSD  Requirements.  Host  of  the  specific  rules  used  by  the 
Army  to  make  the  system  conform  to  these  requirements  are.  In 
fact,  the  same  as  those  spelled  out  in  DODD  5010.22: 

(1)  An  annual  study  program. 
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(2)  A designated  official  to  monitor  the  program. 

(3)  A written  plan  for  each  study. 

{4}  DO  Form  1498  for  each  study  filed  In  DDC. 

(5)  Copy  of  each  study  report  filed  in  DDC. 

(6)  A manager  for  each  study. 

(7)  Responsible  approval  to  Initiate  each  study. 

(8)  Responsible  approval  of  completed  study. 

(9)  Written  evaluation  at  the  end  of  the  study. 

d.  Congressional  Requirements.  Congress*  expectations  with 
regard  to  studies  are  expressed  in  special  committee  reports  and 
in  budget  mark-ups.  They  imply  that  the  system  should: 

(1)  Maintain  a complete  record  of  the  subject,  cost,  per- 
forming organization  and  benefits  of  each  study. 

{2}  Prevent  undesired  duplication  of  study  effort. 

(3)  Assure  the  use  of  correct  contracting  procedures. 

(4}  Be  consistent  with  other  DOD  study  management. 

e.  Shortcomings  in  Current  System 

(1)  The  Army  Study  System  falls  short  of  Army  expectations 
essentially  in: 

(a)  Mot  providing  the  means  of  processing  contract  re- 
sources rapidly,  and 

(b)  Not  providing  a coherent  program  that  focuses  on  the 
most  important  problems,  assures  'hat  new  studies  will  build  on 
what  has  been  learned  in  past  studies,  and  helps  in  anticipating 
future  decision  problems. 

(2)  The  Artsy  Study  System  apparently  satisfies  OSD  require- 
ments in  all  respects  except  that: 

(a)  It  is  not  complete  according  to  OSD  definition  of 
studies  and  analyses.  In  particular,  certain  projects  done  under 
AR  70-1  and  AR  70-8  are  studies  according  to  OSD  definition  but 
are  not  included  in  the  Army  Study  Program  (TASP). 
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(b)  It  does  not  provide  the  centralized  program  and  qual- 
ity control  Implied  by  the  DOD  directive. 

(c)  It  is  unable  to  show  the  benefits  resulting  from  use 
of  study  resources. 

(3)  Congress  seems  to  be  most  dissatisfied  because  the  Arny 
Study  System; 

(a)  Does  not  know  the  total  costs  of  their  studies,  ex- 
actly where  the  money  comes  from,  nor  whether  the  benefits  are 
commensurate  with  the  casts ; 

(b)  Does  not  prevent  abuses  of  contract  procurement  rules; 

(c)  Is  not  consistent  with  other  DOD  study  systems; 

id;  Apparently  cannot  prevent  the  conduct  of  trivial, 

foolish  or  redundant  studies;  and 

(e)  Does  not  guarantee  appropriate  use  and  dissemination 
of  study  information. 

E-5.  ELEMENTS  OF  A GOOD  STUDV  PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT  PROCESS.  To  be 
effective,  the  process  must: 

a.  Ennunclate  clearly  the  Amy's  priority  problems.  Further, 
the  Amy's  problem  Identification  process  should  be  structured  so 
that  successive  levels  below  CSA  can  further  amplify  these  prob- 
lems so  as  to  lead  to  specific  problem  statements. 

b.  Provide  clear  instructions  for  the  program  preparation 
phase.  This  will  permit  each  MACOM  to  readily  determine  how  best 
it  can  apply  its  analytical  resources  to  the  identified  problems. 
Even  though  the  guidance  is  from  the  top  down,  the  total  process 
should  allow  additional  priority  efforts  to  surface  from  the  bot- 
tom to  the  top. 

c.  Require  a strong  HACON  review.  It  Is  at  this  first  level 
of  consolidation  that  the  proposed  study  efforts  can  be  reviewed 
in  terms  of  study  approach,  efficient  use  of  resources,  existence 
of  an  adequate  data  base,  interfaces  and  supporting  requirements, 
etc.  This  review  should  answer  the  who,  what  and  how  questions. 
Only  well -prepared  plans  should  go  forward. 

d.  Provide  a consolidated  draft  for  DA  level  review.  The  to- 
tal input  should  be  categorized  in  a number  of  ways  so  that  the  DA 
review  bodies  can  assess  the  program  In  terms  of  proper  balance. 
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content  and  responsiveness.  As  a minimum,  the  resources  planned 
for  studies  should  be  presented  by: 

(1)  PPA. 

(2)  Categories  described  in  AR  5-5. 

(3)  Appropriation  and  budget  programs. 

(4)  Long-range,  mid-term,  and  short-range. 

(5)  Dollar  value,  highest  to  lowest. 

(6)  Each  MACQM  against  above  groupings. 

e.  Permit  high  level  Arny  review.  This  review  would  be  to  ap- 
prove a small  set  of  high  priority  individual  studies  and  to  in- 
sure the  proper  content  and  balance.  This  review  should  answer 
the  why  3nd  when  questions  as  well  as  establish  priorities  of  ap- 
proved efforts. 

f.  Present  a responsive,  coherent,  and  well -coordinated  study 
program  as  budget  input.  The  program  that  survives  these  succes- 
sive reviews  should  be  inherently  defendable,  DA  should  only 
sponsor  as  many  studies  as  they  can  actively  track, 

g.  Permit  the  feedback  of  "lessons  learned"  and  modified  guid- 
ance as  it  develops  from  the  several  levels  of  review  and  in  the 
execution  of  the  program  formulation  process.  Obviously  those 
persons  involved  in  steps  (c),  (d),  and  (o)  above  would  be  well 
equipped  to  offer  changes  to  the  guidance. 

h.  Provide  for  adjustment  of  programs  in  accordance  with  pri- 
orities as  urgent  requirements  are  injected  following  program  for- 
mulation. 

E-6.  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE  ARMY  STUDY  SYSTEM  (TASS),  a.  General , 
Changes  in  TASS  to  meet  the  above  problems  could  range  from  mostly 
procedural  to  basic  and  organizational . In  addressing  this  the 
Study  Group  sought  the  views  of  three  separate  organizations;  the 
current  Study  Management  Office,  the  Engineer  Studies  Center 
(ESC),  and  the  System  Research  and  Analysis  Office  (SRAO)  of 
OOCSRDA.  The  solutions  Independently  proposed  by  these  organiza- 
tions spanned  the  range  from  minor  modifications  to  the  current 
system  (proposed  by  the  current  SMO)  to  a highly  centralized  sys- 
tem of  control  (proposed  by  ESC  and  documented  in  detail  in  Apen- 
dix  F).  SRAO  proposed  an  intermediate  kind  of  solution  which 
somewhat  increased  centralized  control  but  retained  decentralized 
program  development  and  execution. 
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b.  An  Improved  Decentralized  System 

(1)  Even  a minimally  improved  system  needs  to  be  consistent 
with  OSD's  definition  of  studies  (which  is  apparently  also  Con- 
gress' definition)  and  needs  to  be  able  to  account  for  funds  used 
for  those  studies.  Thus,  this  system  would  require  reporting  of 
all  studies  to  OCSA,  both  for  the  annual  program  and  wnen  studies 
are  approved  after  assembly  of  the  program.  This  feature  applies 
to  all  alternatives  considered. 

(2)  Also,  this  system  would  include  Study  Planning  Guidance 
prepared  in  coordination  with  the  Staff  and  MACQMs.  Certain 
studies,  perhaps  about  40  in  number,  would  be  designated  as  PPA 
studies  and  would  be  monitored  by  the  OCSA  on  an  exception  basis. 
These  studies  would  normally  be  initiated  at  HQDA  and,  if  not,  at 
least  staffed  at  DA  for  consistency  with  other  PPA  studies. 

(3)  Contract  studies  would  also  receive  special  attention  at 
KACOM  or  DA  level  with  sole  source  studies  requiring  special  ap- 
proval (this  feature  also  applies  to  all  other  alternatives  con- 
sidered). Other  studies  would  be  approved  and  initiated  at  Staff 
agency,  WACOM  or  sub-NACQM  levels. 

(4)  Thus,  in  sum,  the  principal  changes  necessary  to  create 
this  kind  of  study  system  are: 

(a)  Implementation  of  a broad  definition  of  studies. 

(b)  Require  reporting  of  all  new  studies  to  OCSA  on  OA 
Form  1498,  Including  specific  PE  fund  sour-e, 

(c)  Provide  a few  additional  resources  in  the  OCSA  and  In 
KACOMs  for  planning  and  monitoring  PPA  studies. 

(d)  Require  specific  approval  of  all  sole-source  contracts 
at  KACOM  cr  OA  level,  depending  on  study  cost, 

c.  A Highly  Centralized  System 

(1)  As  a separate  substudy  to  the  review,  the  Engineer 
Studies  Center  (ESC)  was  asked  to  examine  the  HQDA  management  of 
the  Army  study  programs.  The  ESC  task  team  conducted  a wide- 
ranging  management  analysis  (the  full  report  of  the  ESC  study  is 
Appendix  F of  the  Review  Report).  It  considered  the  classic  man- 
agement functions  of  planning,  organizing,  staffing,  directing, 
controlling,  coordinating,  and  evaluating.  (Because  of  require- 
ments for  analysis  visibility  and  funding  dependence  on  OSD  and 
Congress,  "reporting"  was  added  to  the  list  of  management 
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functions.)  The  team  considered  analysis  resources  to  include 
people,  equipment,  models,  and  data. 

(2)  Before  answering  the  question  "Who  should  manage?"  the 
team  had  to  consider  the  specific  system  to  be  managed,  the  sys- 
tem's purpose,  and  how  well  that  purpose  Is  being  met.  Then,  from 
a broad  perspective  of  the  study  system,  the  team  was  able  to  exa- 
mine In  more  detail  the  study  system's  components,  requirements, 
resources,  and  capabilities.  Mismatches  between  requirements  and 
capabilities  Implied  possible  management  functional  needs.  Con- 
sideration of  the  managerial  needs  then  led  to  practical  design 
and  assignment  of  management  responsibilities.  Finally,  organiza- 
tion and  structure  were  developed  to  meet  those  responsibilities. 

(3)  The  task  team  reviewed  the  numerous  criticisms  of  OR/S&A 
made  over  the  years  from  many  sources.  The  team  also  studied  the 
many  attempts  the  Arny  has  made  to  Improve  OR/S&A  performance  and 
reporting/accounting.  The  features  of  those  attempts  that  worked 
well  and  not  so  well  were  examined. 

(4)  Given  the  many  concerns  about  OR/S&A  (especially  from 
high  levels),  the  task  team  assumed  that  there  probably  was  some 
sort  of  serious  OR/S&A  management  problem.  This  working  assump- 
tion did  not  automatically  force  more  centralized  management  of 
OR/S&A  activities.  On  the  contrary,  the  management  questions  re- 
mained open.  Is  more  or  less  management  needed  and  at  what  lev- 
els? Are  one-time  or  continuing  actions  needed?  Must  all  or  just 
a few  of  management’s  functions  be  strengthened  (or  weakened)? 

(5)  To  correct  the  noted  OR/S&A  management  weaknesses,  the 
team  recommends  a mangement  cell  at  MQOA  greatly  strengthening  and 
centralizing  the  performance  of  the  program  planning,  executing 
(directing  and  controlling),  and  evaluating  functions.  The  cell 
contains  jjo  study-performing  element;  the  cell's  job  is  management 
in  the  program  sense  and  precludes  involvement  or  participation  in 
Individual  studies.  Its  role  for  program  evaluation  may  involve 
some  special  evaluations  of  selected,  individual  studies,  but  the 
main  focus  for  evaluation  is  the  total  program,  not  individual 
studies.  The  cell  is  recommended  as  a separate  el ement/of flee 
with  a two-star  director  reporting  to  the  Director  of  the  Amy 
Staff  (DAS).  "Next  best"  choice  Is  an  element  within  one  of  the 
Directorates  under  the  OAS.  However,  the  team  recommends  against 
adding  the  cell  to  Director,  Program  Analysis  and  Evaluation 
(DPA&E),  where  the  cell's  management  functions  would  soon  become 
subordinated  to  the  direct  performance  of  POM- supporting  studies, 
and  analyses,  and  actions.  Structure  of  the  proposed  cell  is 
shown  and  discussed  In  the  Main  Report.  There  the  purpose  of  the 
cell  is  stated  In  more  detail  In  terras  of  missions,  roles,  and 


critical  functions.  The  implementing  and  operating  concept  is 
given  in  terms  of  tasks  and  Interfaces  with  other  Army  elements 
and  processes. 

d.  A system  of  Intermediate  Level  of  Centralization.  This  or- 
ganizational concept  Includes  a council  of  top  management  offi- 
cials to  provide  direction,  a committee  of  top  study  managers  to 
exercise  control,  a review  subcommittee  of  technically  qualified 
analysts  to  provide  quality  control,  and  a small  study  management 
office  to  facilitate  the  process  of  centralized  control  and  decen- 
tralized execution.  Studies  would  be  performed  by  the  appropriate 
agencies  under  the  same  types  of  control  now  exercised,  including 
guidance  by  SAG,  Internal  review  at  agency  and  MACQM  levels,  and 
DA  review  by  the  staff  proponent.  Existing  elements  which  provide 
Army  Staff  analytical  support  would  be  retained.  The  proposed 
concept  Is  Illustrated  at  Table  E-l,  Members  of  the  Army  Study 
Program  Review  Council  (ASPRC),  the  Study  Program  Allocation  Com- 
mittee (SPAC),  and  the  Study  Quality  Assessment  Subcommittee 
(SQAC)  are  suggested  in  Table  E-l. 

(1)  The  ASPRC  would  assess  the  consistency  of  current  pro- 
graming with  the  previous  year's  guidance  and  would  Issue  re- 
guidance. New  areas  needing  study  would  be  identified,  based  on  a 
review  of  OSD  consolidated  guidance,  "out-of-court"  POM  settle- 
ments, CG  Study  Plan,  other  analysis  demands,  and  Input  from  study 
users.  The  council  would  Issue  guidance  regarding  the  approximate 
emphasis  of  analysis  efforts  by  functional  area,  For  example,  In 
February  1979,  the  ASPRC  would  update  the  FY  80  guidance  (origi- 
nally Issued  during  the  previous  80-84  POM  cycle)  and  would  pro- 
vide study  guidance  for  the  81-85  POM  cycle, 

(2)  The  guidance  would  be  consolidated  by  the  Study  Manage- 
ment Office  (SMO)  and  transmitted  to  the  study-doing  agencies. 
These  agencies  would  draft  study  programs  responsive  to  the  guid- 
ance and  submit  these  to  the  SMO.  The  SMO  would  synthesize  groups 
of  study  programs  Into  manageable  bites, 

(3)  The  SPAC,  upon  receipt  of  the  groups  of  proposed  pro- 
grams fran  SMO,  would  adjust  the  programs  as  required  and  allocate 
resources  for  their  execution.  Changes  to  the  previous  year's 
program  would  also  be  reviewed  and  approved,  A series  of  meetings 
probably  would  be  required  in  order  to  handle  the  volume  of  work. 

(4)  Studies  would  be  performed  by  the  appropriate  agencies 
under  the  same  types  of  control  now  exercised.  Selected  studies 
would  be  submitted  through  the  SMO  for  assessment  of  quality. 


Table  E-l,  Top  Management  Group 


Study  Prog rtf  Kcvltw  Council 

\ Study  Pronrea 
\ Allocation 
| COMltttC 

Study  Quality 
Assessment 
SubcoRMlttee 

VCSA  - Chi) nun 

DOS  A ( Oft ) 

ASA(WA) 

OAS  • CMInun 

DUSA(OS) 

DAS  - Viet  Chilnun 

ASA  (ilFM) 

ON  - Vies  tollman 

0<r.  SRAO 

OCSPER 

ASA(ROA) 

TRADOC 

Tech  Adv, 

OOCSOPS 

DCSRDA 

COA 

• GASCON 

Other*  as, 
appropriate,  e.g. 

OCSOPS 

COE 

Consul  tints, 

TSfi 

OOCSPER 

Contrictort, 

Other  Services. 

COS,  TRADOC 

ACS) 

CDCStQG 

COS,  DAS COM 

ACS  AC 

DP  AS 

ON 

COB,  OTEA 

OCCSOPS 

QOCSRDA 

DACSI 

OCQA 

CCOC 

m 

(5)  The  SQAC  or  other  ad  hoc  committees  would  review  studies 
selected  at  random  or  because  of  suspected  problems.  Contracted 
experts  might  be  utilized.  Results  would  be  fed  back  to  the  study 
doer.  This  quality  control  function  would  be  In  addition  to  the 
current  review  process  for  individual  studies,  which  is  not  only 
directed  at  answering  the  question:  "Does  this  study  satisfy  the 
objectives?,**  but  would  attempt  to  assess  the  accuracy  and  com- 
pleteness of  the  selected  studies.  These  assessments,  when  re- 
viewed by  the  study  managers,  would  be  used  as  one  basts  for  de- 
termining the  degree  of  competence  and  professionalism  of  analysis 
agencies  and  even  key  analysts  within  these  agencies. 
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(6)  The  SMO  would  serve  as  an  ASPRC  secretariat,  would  have 
more  authority  than  vested  in  the  current  office  and  might  have  to 
be  enlarged.  The  director  might  be  a supergrade*  and  should  re- 
port to  the  Director  of  Management,  The  SMO  would  support  the 
ASPRC  and  SPAC,  challenge  programs  proposed  by  study  agencies,  co- 
ordinate budget  formulation  and  defense  for  all  studies,  and  pro- 
pose quality  control  initiatives.  Procedural 1y  the  office  would 
disseminate  the  ASPRC  annual  guidance,  synthesize  the  agencies' 
proposed  study  programs,  Including  Initial  allocation  of  re- 
sources, provide  an  independent  assessment  of  the  resultant  over- 
all study  program  and  of  individual  projects,  and  prepare  Informa- 
tion books  and  presentations  for  the  SPAC.  The  SMO  would  also 
provide  budget  defense,  before  the  Budget  Review  Committee  (BRC) 
and  Select  Committee  (SELCGM),  of  the  study  program  approved  at 
the  SPAC  meetings.  Feedback  would  also  be  provided  as  necessary 
to  the  study  agencies.  These  functions  would  require  personnel 
experienced  in  doing  and  evaluating  studies  as  well  as  expertise 
in  a range  of  military  areas.  A mix  of  civilian  and  military  ana- 
lysts and  administrators  Is  Indicated,  The  manning  level  needs 
further  investigation  but  could  comprise  about  6-10  professionals. 
Some  of  these,  say  four,  could  be  permanently  assigned  liaison 
personnel  designated  by  major  study  agencies. 
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ABSTRACT 


This  report  records  the  results  of  a special  task  performed  within 
the  DA  study,  "Review  of  Army  Analysis."  The  task  consisted  of  acertain- 
ing  those  management  of  operations  research,  studies,  and  analysis  func- 
tions best  performed  at  Secretariat /HQDA  level  and  the  best  organizational 
structure  to  support  them.  A management  cell  at  HQDA  greatly  strengthen- 
ing and  centralizing  the  performance  of  Army  Study  Program  planning, 
execution,  and  evaluation  is  recommended.  The  report  identifies  the  cell's 
responsibilities  and  resources  but  leaves  development  of  specific  policies 
and  procedures  as  early  tasks  uf  the  cell  Itself. 


SUMMARY 


Within  "Review  of  Army  Analysis,"  one  task  was  to  ascertain  those 
management  of  OR/S&A  functions  best  performed  at  the  Secretariat /HQDA 
level  and  the  best  organizational  structure  to  support  them.  This  task 
was  considered  equivalent  to  answering  the  question,  "What  strategy, 
policies,  and  organization  at  Secretariat/HQDA  level  are  appropriate  for 
management  of  OR/S&A  resources  to  ensure  that  the  same  (or  lower)  level 
of  resources  does  a better  job  Army  wide?"  / 

The  task  team  conducted  a wide-ranging  management/ analysis.  It 
considered  the  classic  management  functions  of  planning,  organizing, 
staffing,  directing,  controlling,  coordinating,  and  evaluating.  (Because 
of  requirements  for  OR/S&A  visibility  at  and  funding 'dependence  on  OSD 
and  Congress,  "reporting"  was  added  to  the  list  of  management  functions.) 

The  team  considered  OR/S&A  resources  to  include  people,  equipment,  models, 
and  data. 

Before  answering  the  question  "Who  should  manage?"  the  team  had  to 
consider  the  specific  system  to  be  managed,  the  system's  purpose,  and  how 
well  that  purpose  is  being  met,  Then  from  a broad  perspective  of  the 
study  system,  the  team  was  able  to  examine  in  more  detail  the  study  system's 
components,  requirements,  resources,  and  capabilities.  Mismatches  between 
requirements  and  capabilities  implied  possible  management  functional  needs. 
Considerations  of  the  managerial  needs  then  led  to  practical  design  and 
assignment  of  management  responsibilities.  And  finally,  organization  and 
structure  were  developed  to  meet  those  responsibilities. 

In  broad  terms,  the  OR/S&A  purpose  is  to  answer  questions,  explore 
and  illuminate  issues,  and  solve  problems  that  arise  in  DA's  performance 
of  its  major  functions:  setting  objectives,  acquiring  and  allocating 
resources,  building  forces,  and  operating  forces.  Decisions  in  these 
areas  lead  to  the  commitment  and  expenditure  of  resources— dollars  in 
peacetime  plus  unfortunately  some  lives  in  wartime.  The  intent  is  that 
Army  OR/S&A  activity  produce  quality,  forward-looking,  and  usable  results 
in  a timely,  efficient  manner  to  support  DA  decisionmaking.  It  is  also 
intended  that  OR/S&A  effort  be  distributed  in  some  balanced  sense  across 
all  those  DA  functions,  avoiding  both  overlap  and  underlap. 

The  task  team  reviewed  the  numerous  criticisms  of  OR/S&A  made  over 
the  years  from  many  sources,  The  team  also  studied  the  many  attempts  the 
Army  has  made  to  improve  OR/S&A  performance  and  reporting/accounting.  The 
features  of  those  attempts  that  worked  well  and  not  so  well  were  examined. 
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Given  the  many  concerns  about  OR/S&A  (especially  from  high  levels), 
the  task  team  assumed  that  there  probably  was  some  sort  of  serious  OR/S&A 
management  problem.  This  working  assumption  did  not  automatically  force 
more  centralized  management  of  OR/S&A  activities.  On  the  contrary, 
the  management  questions  remained  open.  le  more  or  less  management 
needed  and  at  what  levels?  Are  one-time  or  continuing  actions  needed? 

Must  all  or  just  a few  of  management’s  functions  be  strengthened  (or 
weakened)? 

To  correct  the  noted  OR/S&A  management  weaknesses,  the  team  recom- 
mends a management  cell  at  HQDA  greatly  strengthening  and  centralizing 
the  performance  of  the  program  planning,  executing  (directing  and  con- 
trolling) , und  evaluating  functions.  The  cell  contains  no  study- 
performing element;  the  cell’s  job  is  management  in  the  program  sense 
and  precludes  involvement  or  participation  in  individual  studies.  Its 
role  for  program  evaluation  may  involve  some  special  evaluations  of 
selected,  individual  studies,  but  the  main  focus  for  evaluation  is  the 
total  program,  not  individual  studies.  The  ce31  is  recommended  as  a 
separate  element /office  with  a two-star  director  reporting  to  the  DAS. 

(A  "next  beet"  choice  is  an  element  within  one  of  the  directorates  under 
the  DAS.  However,  the  team  recommends  against  adding  the  cell  to  DPASE, 
where  f-he  cell's  management  functions  would  soon  become  subordinated  to 
the  d,  c “ performance  of  PCM-aupporting  studies,  analyses,  and  actions.) 
Strut  .an  of  the  proposed  cell  is  shown  and  discussed  in  the  Main  Paper. 
There  the  purpose  of  the  cell  is  stated  in  more  detail  in  terms  of 
missions,  roles,  and  critical  functions.  The  implementing  and  operating 
concept  is  given  in  terms  of  tasks  and  interfaces  with  other  Army  elements 
and  processes.  (The  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  cell  are  covered  in  Tab  A.) 

Early  on  the  proposed  cell  will  have  to  adopt  and  enforce  a much 
more  comprehensive,  much  more  workable  definition  of  "studies  and  analysis." 
One  such  definition  particularly  favored  by  the  task  team  is  referenced  at 
paragraph  5b  of  the  Main  Paper.  (A  separate  task  team  will  propose  a 
new  definition  as  part  of  this  "Review  of  Army  Analysis,"  Regardless  of 
how  good  that  definition  seems  to  be,  the  new  S&A  management  cell  should 
give  definition  of  "study"  early  and  continued  attention.  Some  word  other 
than  "study"  may  even  be  adopted  as  the  name  of  the  new  universe;  but 
throughout  this  paper,  "study,"  "studies  and  analysis,"  and  "OR/S&A"  are 
retained  as  acceptable  terms.)  The  cell's  execution  of  the  study  program 
must  include  careful  accounting  of  activity,  coats,  and  benefits  to  OSD 
and  Congress.  That  task  can  be  met  most  quickly  and  easily.  Full  and 
clearer  accounting  will  entail  risk  in  the  short  run  before  the  weakest 
parts  of  the  study  program  become  stronger.  In  the  longer  run,  the 
improved  linkages  to  Army  planning,  especially  long-range  planning, 
should  strengthen  all  parts  of  the  program.  Total  study  program  eval- 
uation related  directly  to  the  study  program’s  better  defined  purpose 
will  provide  constructive  feedback,  further  strengthen  the  program,  and 
add  substance  to  the  Army's  reporting  of  study  activity  to  higher  authority. 
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GLOSSARY 


AAA 

ACS  I 

ADP 

APPGM 

ARI 

ASA 

ASAC/WASAC 

ASA(ILAFH) 

ASARC/DSARC 

ASA(RDA) 

ASP 

ASPG 

ASPPAO 

AVCSA 


Army  Audit  Agency 

Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  for  Intelligence 
automatic  data  processing 

Army  Planning  and  Programing  Guidance  Memorandum 
Army  Research  Institute 
Army  Strategic  Appraisal 

Army  Study  Advisory  Committee/Working  Army  Study 
Advisory  Committee 

Assistant  Secratary  of  the  Army  (Installations, 
Logistics  and  Financial  Management) 

Army  System  Acquisition  Review  Council/Defense  System 
Acquisition  Review  Council 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research,  Development 
and  Acquisition) 

Army  Study  Program 

Army  Study  Program  Guidance 

Army  Study  Program  Planning  and  Administrative  Office 
Assistant  Vice  Chief  of  Staff,  US  Army 


BRC 


Budget  Review  Committee 


CAA 

CAR 

CDR 

CNG3 

COA 

COBB 

COE 

CSA 

CSR 


United  States  Army  Concepts  Analysis  Agency 

Chief  of  Army  Reserve 

commander 

Chief,  National  Guard  Bureau 

Comptroller  of  the  Army 

Command  Operating  Budget  Estimate 

Chief  of  Engineers 

Chief  of  Staff,  Army 

Chief  of  Staff  Regulations 


DAA 

DAB 

DACS (DMO) 

DARCOM 

DAS 
DC  DR 
DCSLOG 
DCSOPS 


Director  of  Army  Automation 
Director  of  Army  Budget 

Study  Management  Office,  Management  Directorate, 
Office,  Chief  of  Staff,  US  Army 
United  States  Army  Materiel  Development  and  Readiness 
Command 

Director  of  the  Army  Staff 
deputy  commander 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Operations  and  Plana 
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DCSPER 

DCSRDA 

DCSRM 

DDC 

DG 

DM 

DOD 

DPME 

DUSA(OR) 


FOA 

FORSCOM 


JQDA 


IG 


JCS 

JSOP 

JSPD 

JSPS 


LEA 

LSSG 


HACOM 

MENS 


OAVCSA 

OCA 

OCSA 

ODCSLOG 

ODCSOFS 

ODCSPLR 

ODCSRDA 


Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Research,  Development  and 
Acquisition 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Resource  Management 
Defense  Documentation  Center  for  Scientific  and 
Technical  Information 
Defense  Guidance 
Director  of  Management 
Department  of  Defense 

Director  of  Program  Analysis  and  Evaluation 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Operations 
Research) 


field  operating  agency 

United  States  Army  Forces  Command 


Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army 


Inspector  General 


Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
Joint  Strategic  Objectives  Plan 
Joint  Strategic  Planning  Document 
Joint  Strategic  Planning  System 


Logistics  Evaluation  Agency 
Logistics  Studies  Steering  Group 


major  Army  command 

Mission  Element  Need  Staremen* 


Office  of  eh  Assistant  Vice  Chief  of  Staff , US  Army 
Office,  Comptroller  of  the  Army 
Office,  Chief  of  Staff,  US  Army 
Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics 
Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Stsff  for  Operations  and  Plans 
Office,  Deputy  uhlef  of  Staff  for  Personnel 
Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Stsff  for  Research,  Development 
and  Acquisition 
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ODUSA(OR) 

OMA 

OMB 

OMNIBUS 

OR/S&A 

OSA 

OSD(SA) 

OTEA 


PACOM 

PAED 

PAPPGM 

PARR 

PGRC 

POC 

POM 

PPB 

PPBS 


RACS 

RDTE 


SA 

S&A 

SAG 

SBLCOM 

SMO 

SPC 

SPG 

SPM 

SSAG 

SSI 


TASP 

TASS 

TRADOC 


USAREUR 


VCSA 


i: 


Office,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Operations 
and  Research) 

operation  and  maintenance,  Army 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Operational  Readiness  Analysis 
operations  research,  studies  and  analysis 
Office,  Secretary  of  the  Army 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (Systems  Analysis) 
Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  Agency 


Pacific  Command 

Program  Analysis  and  Evaluation  Directorate 
Preliminary  Army  Planning  and  Programing  Guidance 
Memorandum 

Program  Analysis  and  Resource  Review 
Program  Guidance  and  Review  Committee 
Point  of  Contact 
program  objectives  memorandum 
planning,  programing  and  budgeting 
planning,  programing  and  budgeting  system 


request  for  approval  of  contractual  support 
research,  development,  teat  and  evaluation 


Secretary  of  the  Army 

studies  and  analysis 

Study  Advisory  Group 

select  committee 

Study  Management  Office 

Strategic  Planning  Committee 

Study  Planning  Guidance 

study  program  manager 

Strategic  Study  Management  Office 

Strategic  Studies  Institute 


The  Army  Study  Program 
The  Army  Study  System 

United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command 


United  States  Aruy,  Europe 


Vice  Chief  of  Staff,  US  Army 
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MANAGING  THE  ARMY  STUDY  PROGRAM  FOR  EFFECTIVENESS 


I.  INTRODUCTION 


1.  Problem. 

a.  The  given  task  was  to..,. 

Ascertain  those  [management  for  OR/S&A]  func- 
tions best  performed  at  the  Secretariat/HQDA  level 
and  the  organizational  structure  to  support  them. 

b.  The  team  restated  the  task  as  a question.... 

What  strategy,  policies,  and  organization  at 
Secretariat/HQDA  level  are  appropriate  for  manage- 
ment of  OR/S&A  resources  to  ensure  that  the  same 
(or  lower)  level  of  resources  does  a better  job 
Army  wide? 

2.  Product. 

a.  Prom  among  many  alternatives,  the  team  set  out  to  develop 
a management  and  organizational  concept  including: 

(1)  A management  structure  showing  location  and  spacea  for 
the  structure  (but  without  recommendation  of  specific  current  spaces 

or  individuals  from  which  to  fill  the  new  spaces). 

(2)  An  organizational  purpose  clearly  stated  in  terms  of 
missions,  roles,  and  critical  functions. 

(3)  An  implementing  and  operating  concept  in  terma  of 
prioritized  tasks, 

b.  This  paper  includes  a frank  appraisal  of  the  strengths  and 
weaknesses  of  all  alternatives,  including  the  one  finally  recommended. 

3.  Scope  and  Organization  of  Paper. 

a.  The  Main  Paper  is  limited  to  the  mainstream  analysis  and 
development  leading  to  the  recommended  approach  to  OR/S&A  management. 
Several  tabs  support  this  development  in  greater  detail. 


b.  Tab  A explains  the  team's  approach  to  management  analysis. 

In  this  sense  it  parallels  the  Main  Paper  in  leading  to  a proposal  for 
OR/S&A  management.  However,  it  goes  beyond  the  Main  Paper  to  identify 
all  management  alternatives  considered  with  their  strengths  and  weak- 
nesses. Then  as  a check,  it  adds  a comparison  of  the  desirable  features 
of  alternatives  against  the  background  of  unsuccessful  precedents, 

c.  Tab  3 presents  an  assessment  of  the  responsibilities,  func- 
tions, and  roles  of  current  Secretariat /HQDA  GR/S&A-related  elements. 
Actual  execution  roles  are  compared  with  assigned  responsibilities.  The 
tab  includes  an  estimate  of  possible  sources  of  spaces  to  fill  management 
requirements. 


d.  Tab  C considers  the  ODUSA(OR)  beyond  its  OR/S&A  managerial 
aspects.  At  the  request  of  the  lUJSA(OR)  himself,  the  team  gave  a wider, 
extra  hard  look  at  this  office.  That  special  assessment  is  reported  in 
Tab  C, 


e,  Tab  D is  a catchall.  It  collects  a variety  of  comments, 
bits  of  philosophy,  and  special  topics  that  lie  off  the  mainstream  of 
analysis  but  seem  worthy  of  consideration  as  relevant  fringe  items. 

f.  Tab  E lists  the  main  sources  of  printed  material  used  in 
this  analysis.  The  tab  does  not  include  other  numerous  sources,  includ- 
ing individuals,  that  contributed. 


II . BACKGROUND 


4.  Army  Expectations  of  OR/S&A. 


a.  The  Army  is  a major  decisionmaker  and  expends  vast  resources 
as  an  outcome  of  decisions.  In  peacetime,  the  focus  is  on  the  expenditure 
of  money.  In  wartime,  the  expenditures  include  loss  of  lives.  The 
Army's  peacetime  and  wartime  decisions  have  results  and  implications  for 
the  nation  and  the  world.  Given  the  probable  continued  squeeze  on 
resources,  decisionmaking  is  tougher  than  ever.  Can  OR/S&A  help? 

b.  In  broadest  terms,  DA  performs  four  major  functions, 

(1)  Setting  objectives  (strategy). 

(2)  Acquiring  and  allocating  resources. 
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(3)  Building  forces, 

(4)  Operating  forces. 

c.  Questions,  issues,  and  problems  tend  to  arise  during  DA's 
performance  of  these  functions.  OR/S&A  exists  to  underpin  decisions  as 
needed.  Thus,  OR/S&A  must  be  integrated  into  the  decisionmaking  process. 
It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  decisionmakers  and  of  OR/S&A  to  ensure 
that  OR/S&A  activities  are  in  phase  and  at  the  right  level.  The  Army 
seeks  to  maintain  OR/S&A  resources  within  the  Staff  and  in  separate  S&A 
agencies  to  support  its  decisionmaking  with  responsive,  fresh,  high- 
quality,  and  usable  information  and  recommendations. 

d.  It  is  reasonable  for  the  Army  to  expect  OR/S&A  activity  to 
be  directed  at  questions  of  Army  resource  use  and  at  priority  issues. 

It  is  also  reasonable  for  the  Army  to  expect  OR/S&A  resources  to  be 
directed  at  the  performance  of  tasks  which  are  beyond  the  capability  of 
other  staff.  It  is  reasonable  to  expect  OR/S&A  activity  to  be  linked  to 
the  decisionmaking  process  in  peacetime  and  wartime.  And,  it  is  reason- 
able to  expect  balanced  contribution  from  analysts  of  many  disciplines 
both  hard  and  soft.  The  products  of  OR/S&A  must  "blend"  constructively 
with  military  and  managerial  judgments,  OR/S&A  must  not  suffer  the  pre- 
tense or  the  appearance  of  being  or  becoming  the  decisionmaker. 

e.  There  seems  to  be  a tendency  for  the  rest  of  the  Army  to  pay 
attention  to  the  study  program  only  to  the  extent  of  the  direct  cost  of 
that  program.  Attention  should  be  based  on  a comparison  of  study  cost 
and  study  Impact.  Admittedly  some  studies  have  little  impact.  But, 
some  single  study  may  Impact  an  Army  decision  involving  millions  or 
billions  of  dollars,  perhaps  to  save  money,  perhaps  to  make  better  use 

of  money  spent.  Although  a few  good  studies  may  more  than  pay  for  the 
entire  study  program  and  often  do,  the  Army  should  strive  to  exploit 
study  resources  more  productively  and  draw  full  potential  from  those 
resources , 

S.  TASS  Definition. 

a.  The  Army  Study  System  (TASS)  includes  only  those  activities 
so  defined  by  AR  5-5,  Attempts  have  been  made  over  the  years  to  narrow 
or  broaden  the  definition.  Practical  definition  is  complicated  by  varied 
guidance,  by  tendencies  to  protect  institutional  territories  and  pre- 
rogatives, by  funding  requirements,  and  by  the  rivalries  among  different 
kinds  of  "analysts."  Efforts  to  preserve  distinctions  between  research 
and  study,  between  "hard"  and  "soft,"  or  between  study-like  and  staff- 
like  have  always  left  gaps  and  ambiguities.  Whatever  the  categories. 
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some  activities  and  resources  fall  "in  between."  Even  what  an  indivi- 
dual does  may  vary  from  one  category  to  another  or  fall  between. 

b.  The  task  team  feels  strongly  that  there  is  a larger  class 
of  resources  and  activities  that  must  be  brought  within  a common  or 
joint  framework.  (The  definition  of  the  OR/S&A  universe  is  the  respon- 
sibility of  another  task  team.  But  their  beet  definition  now  should  be 
subject  to  review  from  time  to  time.)  This  task  team  assumes  that  the 
accepted  definition  will  be  much  broader  than  AR  5-5’s  terms.  At  this 
time  the  task  team  favors,  from  among  known  attempts,  the  definition 
proposed  by  Lester,  Dunn,  and  Gripkey  in  their  undated,  unpublished 
paper,  "Review  of  Army  Study  Definition  and  Management."  A positive 
suggestion  is  to  generalize  in  such  a way  that  no  current  activity  or 
resource  loses  identity,  ia  absorbed,  or  disappears.  Study  is  no  more  a 
subset  of  research  than  is  research  a subset  of  study.  Similarly, 
neither  "soft"  nor  "hard"  is  an  sbsorbable  subset  of  the  other. 

c.  Whatever  the  "real"  OR/S&A  and  related  universe  (possibly 
renamed),  that  universe  can  be  aliced/categorized  in  many  ways:  verti- 
cally, horizontally,  functionally,  methodologically,  and  so  on.  But, 
finally  that  entire  universe  must  be  managed  with  the  focus  on  the  pur- 
pose of  the  system,  not  on  the  incidental  internal  categories.  As  always, 
the  means  should  not  overwhelm  the  ends.  And  although  exact  definition 
must  strongly  Influence  the  details  of  program  management,  there  are 
many  needed  management  features  that  transcend  study  categorization . 

d.  As  noted  before,  the  system  is  to  support  Army  decision- 
making. Those  decisions  focus  on  the  acquisition  and  allocation  of 
resources  (money,  manpower,  materiel)  and  the  employment  of  those 
resources.  Tim  "system"  must  be  supportive  of  these  via  corresponding 
linkages  to  PPBS,  In  general,  the  principal  players  apply  somewhat 
different  perspectives.  HQDA  manages  from  a more  strategic,  longer  term 
viewpoint.  The  MACOMs  manage  from  operational,  shorter  range  viewpoints. 
Both  levels  feed  into  and  receive  from  PPBS.  The  different  end  some- 
times conflicting  viewpoints  are  supposed  to  be  reconciled  within  the 
PPBS  framework.  Reconciliation  Is  here  a synonym  for  tough  decision- 
making. An  effective  TASS  also  draws  from  and  feeds  the  reconciliation 
process.  The  TASS  examines  and  sometimes  generates  alternatives,  perhaps 
co  the  point  of  recommending  some  over  others.  In  doing  so,  the  TASS 

is  supportive  of  but  not  a substitute  for  Army  decisionmaking.  The  dis- 
tinction may  be  delicate  but  must  be  preserved.  The  hlstoricel  record 
suggests  that  over-eager  analysts  have  on  occasion  overstepped  the  line. 
Perhaps  worse,  at  times  OR/S&A  has  not  been  used  effectively  in  making 
key  decisions — and  the  results  have  been  disastrous  for  the  Army, 


a.  Figure  1 summarizes  these  broad  relationships  among  Army 
functional  responsibilities,  differing  managerial  perspectives,  and 
required  linkages  with  PPBS  and  to  a supportive  TASP.  The  important 
roles  of  "iasue/study  requirements  identifiers"  are  partially  filled 
now  by  direct  links  for  programing  and  budgeting  to  high  levels  at  DA 
Staff  and  the  MACOMs.  What  is  lacking  is  a nearly  equal  player  corres- 
ponding to  Army  planning  and  the  longer  term  strategic  viewpoint.  That 
player  should  be  involved  in  study  program  management  and  possess  the 
rank/grade  to  have  appropriate  impact  inside  and  outside  the  Btudy  com- 
munity. It  is  notable  that,  if  necessary  study  management  functions  are 
spread  across  Secretariat/HQDA,  no  single  study  program  management  cell 
will  be  large  enough  to  make  it  acceptable  for  or  to  high-rank  director- 
ship. 


6.  Assessment  of  OR/S&A  Management  Today. 

a.  The  team's  assessment  of  0&/S&A  management  today  is  based 

on  two  approaches.  The  first  approach  starts  with  the  notions  of  manage- 
ment functions  and  system  purpose.  It  assesses  strengths  and  weaknesses 
from  this  idealized,  impersonal  viewpoint.  The  other  approach  begins 
from  all-source  criticisms  of  the  studies  and  analysis  system.  By 
blending  the  theoretical  and  practical,  the  team  sought  to  develop  a 
sound,  balanced  assessment. 

b.  Figure  2 lists  some  of  the  charge  and  challenges — some  old, 
some  new— some  from  outsiders,  some  from  insiders.  Whether  outwardly 
more  managerially  or  more  technically  slanted,  ail  are  properly  topics 
for  consideration  under  "OB/S&A  management." 

c.  By  ita  own  admission,  the  Army  cannot  account  quickly, 
accurately,  and  comprehensively  to  outside  authorities  about  study-like 
activities.  And  outsiders  confess  to  puzzlement  at  what  the  Army  includes 
and  excludes  as  "studies." 

d.  Currently,  the  study  program  is  undefined  beyond  2 years. 

And  too  much  of  the  program  is  vague  within  that  2 years.  Even  with 
allowance  for  the  differences  between  times  of  decision  and  times  of 
effect,  the  shortness  of  the  study  program's  own  planning  seems  too 
shortsighted.  To  be  sure,  there  is  much  for  the  study  program  to  do  on 
short  notice  and  with  short  focus.  As  many  reviews  of  the  study  process 
have  argued  before,  "What  the  study  process  does,  it  does  fairly  well 
with  relatively  little  duplication  and  repetition."  The  usual  concern 
is  that  what  is  done  be  done  better.  Often  missed  is  the  probably  more 
important  point  that  there  are  matters  that  should  be  addressed  but  are 
left  untouched  by  the  program.  Some  Amy  functions  do  not  get  enough 
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OR/S&A  CRITICISMS/ SYMPTOMS  WITH  MANAGEMENT  IMPLICATIONS 

Figure  2 


. Too  much  of  OR/S&A  1b  "too  far  off  line-"  relative  to  the  key  Army 
decision  processes. 

. Ton  uuch  of  OR/S&A  resources  is  devoted  to  untimely  response  to 
relatively  unimportant  questions,  Issues,  and  problems, 

. Interfunctional  problems  do  not  receive  enough  attention, 

. Quantitative  and. qualitative  specialists  do  not  have  sufficient 
respect  for  each  other's  capabilities  and  contributions  to  bring 
the  beat  of  both  to  bear  on  problems  requiring  the  efforts  of 
both.  Hot  enough  interdisciplinary  approach. 

. The  focus  of  OR  la  too  often  too  narrow, 

. OR  analysts  have  a natural  career  stream  In  studies  and  analysis. 
However,  other  disciplines  run  the  risk  of  becoming  outcasts  from 
the  malnaereas  of  career  advancement.  Engineers  are  a case  in 
point;  their  commitment  to  U&A  eskos  it  hard  for  them  to  return 
to  conventional  engineering.  They  also  often  ace  their  advance- 
sent  In  the  OR/S&A  coesunity  limited  by  dominance  by  OR  analysts, 

. A larger  fraction  of  the  Amy  study  program  should  be  identifiable 
farther  in  advance.  The  anticipation  of  questions,  issues,  sod 
problems  should  be  much  bettor. 

. OSD,  Congress,  end  others  are  aalinfotasd  About  Army  OR/S&A. 

, Study  and  analysis  products  too  often  remain  unused  sad  too 
quickly  become  forgotten. 

, Too  ussy  studios  simply  beget  further  study, 

. the  quality  i>f  analysts  should  be  higher. 

. Tho  quality  of  study  products  should  b*  higher, 

. The  quality  *t  prtdiioing  studio*  should  be  lower. 

. jtetbods  «sd  osda'is  shoo  Id  ha  better  documented. 

. The  Oi'/S&A  som&jtftifcy  dssd  *»i  ellocAtm  enough  effort  t«  developing 
new  evident*  (dais).  ShAirt  slsisSftg  opesnses*  s&d  objectivity,  it 
Vases  mors  oh  Is  life  than  ev&Jsssre  and  too  Often  wiles  on  old  data 
or  oo  data  at  all. 

, Pact  efforts  to  manage  0R/S4A  sstlvibjf  hsve  applied  tao  Mttw  a 
definition  of  studies  s«4  ana  lyssa.  -The  ■sffOXtK  jExtve  igaosesS  same 
of  the  standard  function*  of  eutagfessas' . 

. The  char  tern  of  high-level  and/or  centralised  1IR/5&A  "©assgOkenf  * 
•laments  have  bwen  too  tvarrnw  with  regard  to  management 
and  too  lihsral  in  loft  log  "mans  fief  a"  become  study  doors.  Sect# 
of  these  managers  also  viewed  themselves  ns  much  more  than  atod> 
managers.  They  tried  and  often  did  extend  their  roles  too  fir 
into  declslonnaklRg  oo  the  questions,  issues,  and  problems  they 
wars  supposed  to  vi>:v  With  an  aualyst *•  detachment. 

. The  OR/S&A  cstsaunity  is  tot  willing  to  claim  It  has  the  where- 
withal to  address  questions,  issues,  and  problems  in  areas  for 
which  do  appropriate  methods  or  relevant  date  exist. 


attention.  Difficult  questions  about  the  relation  among  functions 
(interfunctional  issues)  are  often  left  unaddr eased  and  unanswered. 

And,  too  much  of  OR/S&A  effort  seems  to  be  absorbed  in  looking  at  issues 
in  the  too  short  time  frame. 

e.  The  cask  team  perceives  several  requirements, 

(1)  There  are  needs  tor  more  control,  monitoring,  account- 
ing, and  policy-setting  of  the  study  program.  There  is  also  tha  need 
for  fuller  dissemination  snd  exchange  of  information  abo-.it  the  study 
program — certainly  to  OSD  3nd  Congress  but  sIbo  within  the  Army  itself. 

The  task  team  considers  that  all  these  requirements  can  be  met  easily 
and  quickly  and  then  on  a continuing  basis.  There  will  be  some  grief  in 
admitting  to  some  inefficiencies  and  shortsightedness,  5*ut  program 
credibility  should  improve  quickly  with  real  benefit  to  the  Army. 

(2)  There  is  a large,  sore  complex  requirement.  The  study 
program  must  be  given  a longer  focus.  It  must  be  linked  much  better  to 
the  Army’s  long-range  planning  for  both  peacetime  and  wartime  proceasee. 

If  will  take  longer  to  satisfy  this  raquirement-'-partly  because  it  is 
difficult  to  translate  given  longer-term  objectives  into  an  GR/S&A  pro- 
gram, but  partly  too  bocauae  the  Amy’s  longer  term  objectives  must  be 
better  developed  and  stated,  lit®  payoff  is  meeting  this  requirement  ig 
not  simply  greater  CM/SU  credibility,  but  pmh  greater  contribution  to 
the  Army,  If  0&/S&A  does  achieve  a quality,  longer  range  focus,  one 
result  should  be  .«  reduced  for  Gk/S&A  to  engage  in  unplanned, 

expad  loot  "’studies.” 

f,  Mawy  of  the  thscT^tioai  and  practical  aspects  of  eowsssamat 
together  in  m analysis  of  the  responeibilltioOi  functions,  mi 

roles  of  current  Secretariat C!R/SAA-rel«ta4  Aliments v Thle  part  of 
fh«  appears  in  Tab  $ of  this  paper,  There  the  primary  assigned 

responsibilities  have  been  collected  ism  corresponding  orders,  regula- 
tions, *imlm  statements,  Se©e  recent  outsider  criticieos  of  the 
et«4y  proeesvs  are  noted,  the  t««a*g  ewn  of  responsibility 

versus  execution  is  described  for  oo&b  elssse&t.  And  finally,  m cetijsate 
is  given  of  where  *pm&*  may  bo  m&»  available  for  dedicated  musgemnt 
The  threat  of  the  tab  in  that  purely  aspects 

sooss  to  be  receiving  ssire  and  better  attention  than  are  the  mats  forward- 
looking  and  more  directive  .functions.  The  is  identified  as  m 

element  with  broad  ssasagaswat  responsibility  end  apparently  special 
licetsas,  However,  the  ^MSA(OR)  has  so  many  other  obligations  that  the 
office  cannot  do  everything  asked  of  it. 


g.  The  task  team  was  encouraged  to  give  an  extra  hard  look  at 
the  ODUSA(GR)  by  the  chairman  ol  this  "Review  of  Army  Analysis/'  the 
DCS  A C0&)  himself.  The  look  wea  to  extend  beyond  the  team's  main  foeua 
on  study  management.  The  special  license  was  accepted  with  both  relish 
and  trepidation— certainly  by  the. team  and  maybe  by  the  DUSA(OR),  Never- 
theless t the  team  has  subjected  the  ODUSA(GR)  to  special  assessment  as 
reported  in  Tab  C,  "Special  Topic — Past,  Present,  and  Future  of  ODUSA(OR)," 

h.  In  summary,  the  team's  net  assessment  of  the  requirements 
and  capabilities  by  management  function  revealed  current  weaknesses  in 
planning,  executing  (directing  and  controlling),  and  evaluating  the  OR/S&A 
program.  These  weaknesses  are  serious  enox^gh  to  require  correction.  Some 
program  management  functions  have  been  given  too  little  attention  in  the 
past,  perhaps  partly  in  the  hope  that  "coordinating"  would  do  it  all. 

Some  functions  have  been  split  among  several  Secretariat /HQ&A  elements, 
leaving  unresolved  ambiguities.  Part  of  the  difficulty  has  been  inherent 
in  the  application  of  a too  narrow  definition  of  studies  or  study-like 
activities.  Perhaps  worst,  seme  elements  have  had  their  responsibilities 
mined  between  study  program  management  and  conduct  of  individual  studies 
and  special  analyses.  Planning;  of  the  study  program  has  not  been  linked 
closely  enough  to  Arsty  objectives  and  longer  range  planning— leading  soae- 
tieea  to  countercharges  of  leek  of  OR/S&A  responsiveness  and  lack  of 
executive  interest.  Individual  etudy  evolution  was  acaettaes  confused 
with  total  pFOgras*  evaluation.  And  some  attempts  at  program  evaluation 
seem  to  have  last  sight  of  the  purpose  of  the  program— support  to  Amy 
deciolonssaking  procoorea . Some  changes  have  been  made  recently  to  correct 
eoure  specific  faults.  The  team,  however,  senses  that  these  will  prove 
insufficient,  For  example,  a net*  effort  to  involve  senior  Army  management 
in  Study  Hanning  Gutdancs?  tessaina  too  passive;  involvement  cornea  too  ouch 
after  the  fact;  it  it>  still  too  much  from  "bottom  up,"  not  "top  down." 


III.  THE  HANAGSJEtfT  JOB 


7 . General. 

a.  The  foregoing  sections  have  set  the  stage  for  Identifying 
thane  management  functions  which  must  be  performed  to  make  the  study 
system  effective  and  then  keep  It  effective.  In  particular,  the  challenge 
i$  to  strengthen  planning,  execution,  and  evaluation  of  the  study  program. 
Among  the  specific  goals  of  strengthened  management  are: 

ill  Better  and  more  operable  definition  of  studies  and 

analysis . 
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(2)  Assurance  of  quality  products. 

(3)  Assurance  of  use  of  products. 

(4)  Assurance  of  efficient  use  of  QR/S&A  resources. 

(5)  Extension  of  time  frame  of  OR/S&A  planning  in  terms  of 
subjeccs  to  be  addressed  and  the  nature  of  OR/S&A  resources  to  be  available, 

(6)  Removal  of  the  "off-line"  stigma.  Press  for  greater 
OR/S&A  access  to  "on-line”  decision  processes, 

(7)  Provision  of  sense  of  direction  and  priorities  to  QR/S&A 
program  and  participants. 

(8)  Portrayal  of  sense  of  common  direction  and  priorities  to 
OSD,  0MB,  and  Cong  'ss. 

f;5)  Assurance  that  quantitatively  and  qualitatively  skilled 
members  of  OR/j&A  community  all  participate  and  cooperate.  Assure  that  all 
feel  that  they  are  equal  partners,  equal  players. 

b-  The  rest  of  this  section  presents  program  development  (plan- 
ning), execution  (direction  and  control),  and  evaluation,  in  turn.  Con- 
cepts are  stated  and  explained.  The  discussion  at  this  stage  does  not  in- 
volve the  specific  organization  and  structure  for  management  proposed  in  the 
next  section.  The  intent  here  is  that  any  acceptable  management  struc- 
ture must  oerform  all  of  the  management  job  as  outlined.  Here  it  ia 
fair  to  note  that,  although  the  team  could  accept  some  variation  to  the 
organization,  structure,  leadership,  an-:  location  of  its  final  "best" 
proposal,  the  team  cannot  give  any  ground  at  all  on  the  nature  of  the 
management  job  to  be  performed.  In  the  meantime;  the  as-yet-to-be- 
revealed  organization  is  referred  to  here  simply  ac  a "manrgement  cell" 
without  prejudice  to  a final  unicellular  or  muiticallular  proposal, 

c.  The  management  cell  must  combine  strong  managerial  end  tech- 
nical skills.  The  mix  might  lie  in  the  range  60-40  percent  to  40-60 
percent.  Often  the  cell  will  b . required  to  make  decisions  about  the 
study  program  based  on  the  technical  merits  of  questions,  issues,  and 
problems  raised  and  of  the  capabilities  of  study  and  analysis  resources. 

The  cell  might  have  to  face  questions  as  follows? 

(1)  Can  OR/S&A  contribute  to  the  decisionmaking  process  by 
addressing  specific  question,  issue,  or  problem? 


MO 


(2)  Whau  degree  of  approximation  ia  needed? 

(3)  What  degree  of  approximation  is  achievable: 

(a)  For  different  levels  and  duration?'  of  effort? 

C>)  Using  existing  skills,  methods,  and  data? 

(c)  With  development  of  individual  skills? 

(d)  With  development  of  improved  or  new  methods? 

(e)  With  generation,  collection,  and  interpretation 

of  new  data? 

(4)  What  standards  are  applicable  to  quality  of  individual 

studies? 

(5)  What  standards  are  applicable  to  families  of  related 
studies?  To  an  entire  study  program? 

(6)  What  standards  are  applicable  to  individual  analysts? 
To  teams  of  analysts?  To  entire  egencies? 

(7)  What  balance  is  appropriate  in  coming  years  among: 

(a)  Individual  analysts? 

(b)  Teams? 

(c)  Agencies? 

(d)  Methods? 

(e)  Models? 

(f)  Data? 

(8)  What  level  of  resource  commitment  is  appropriate  (in 
an  exa  of  diminishing  resources)  to  achieve  the  above? 

d.  Mote  often  than  not  the  cell  uhould  be  able  to  settle  such 
matters  quickly  on  its  own.  But  obviously  no  cell  will  possess  infinite 
wisdom.  The  cell  must  have  authority  to  convene  special  committees  or 
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teams  to  advise  on  especially  difficult  matters.  Although  some  such 
matters  may  be  permanently  resolved  by  policy  or  procedure,  the  cell 
will  frequently  have  to  make  real-time,  one-time  decisions  based  on 
technical  merits. 

8.  Program  Development. 

a.  The  study  program  is  to  be  supportive  of  Army  decision- 
making. The  products  of  the  study  program  are  to  be  timely  and  usable. 
Given  the  breadth  and  depth  of  DA  functional  responsibilities,  the  study 
program  must  generally  provide  equal  breadth  and  depth.  The  development 
of  that  program  requires  the  best  efforts  of  many  Army  elements. 

b.  A proposed  Army  study  program  development  process  is  sketched 
in  Figure  3.  Figure  3 contains  no  "time  axis."  However,  the  intent  is 
that  the  study  program  be  tied  closely  to  Army  objectives  and  long-range 
planning.  The  quality  of  the  study  program  can  bs  no  greater  than  the 
quality  of  Army  objectives  and  planning. 

c.  A number  of  HQDA  elements  and  committees  surfaced  aa- possible 
contributors  to  Army  objectives  and  planning.  The  task  team  by  considera- 
tion of  governing  regulations  and  phone  contact  with  some  participants 
reviewed  actual  contributions.  This  survey  is  summarized  in  Figure  A-2 

of  Tab  A.  There  is  soma  risk  that  this  proposed  link  to  Army  objectives 
and  planning  may  have  to  be  supplemented  in  some  way.  One  possible 
supplement  (admittedly  beyond  the  given  scope  of  this  task)  is  offered 
for  consideration  in  paragraph  3 of  Tab  D, 

9.  Program  Execution. 

a.  Program  execution  includes  the  management  functions  of 
direction  and  control  applied  primarily  to  the  total  Btudy  program  with 
intervention  below  that  level  only  on  an  exception  basis.  Hare  "execute" 
means  "execute  the  program,"  not  "do  studies. " 

b.  The  subfunctions  to  be  performed  as  part  of  program  execution 

arei 


(1)  Setting  policy. 

(2)  Program  And  budget  control. 

(3)  Reporting  to  higher  authority. 

(4)  Tasking  high-priority  DA- level  issues  and  efforts. 
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c.  I'he  subfunctions  are  considered  in  turn  in  the  following 
paragraphs.  Special  attention  is  given  to  clarify  the  license  and 
limitations  on  program  and  budget  control  by  a high-level  cell  within/over 
what  is  still  mostly  a decentralized  community  of  study-performing 
resources  and  first-line  and  middle  management.  Admittedly  the  descrip- 
tion is  largely  conceptual.  The  development  of  exact  procedures  must  be 
an  early  task  of  any  new  management  cell, 

(1)  Setting  policy.  Policy  must  be  developed  for  admin- 
istering the  study  system  and  assuring  quality  performance.  The  cell 
must  assure  system  compliance  with  OSD  and  Congressional  requirements  on 
the  one  hand,  while  influencing  development  and  application  of  methods 
on  the  other.  The  intent  is  that  as  little  policy  be  developed  as 
necessary.  Over  time,  compliance  is  to  be  reviewed  by  the  cell.  If 
more  policy  is  need,  more  is  to  be  developed.  If  policy  alone  proves 
insufficient,  the  cell  then  must  develop  procedures.  On  a continuing 
basis,  the  cell  will  have  to  judge  policy  and  procedural  overkill  and 
underkill.  This  is  difficult,  of  course.  But  given  the  cell's  other 
requirements  and  responsibilities,  the  cell  should  acquire  sufficient 
information  to  make  timely  judgments.  Although  everyone  would  like  to 
settle  on  a perfect  definition  of  "study"  once  and  for  all,  it  is  to  be 
expected  that  study  definition  will  have  to  be  given  continued  attention} 
good  definition  is  one  of  the  more  critical  policy  issues  for  which  the 
cell  must  be  responsible, 

(2)  Program  and  budget  control. 

(a)  It  is  suggested  that  the  study  program  be  given 
program  element (a)  status.  The  intent  is  not  that  all  the  study  "program" 
be  collected  into  a single  program/appropriation.  However,  it  is  Intended 
that  study  activity  corresponding  to  an  existing  major  program  be  given 
separate  program  element  status  within  that  program,  perhaps  two  or  more 
elements  within  some  program.  Hence,  the  study  program  would  be  spread 
over  many  separate  program  elements.  Each  such  element  would  account 
only  for  study  activity,  but  no  one  element  would  include  all  study 
activity. 


(b)  Study  program  elements  provide  the  basis  for 
developing  a cost  benefits  perspective  of  study  activity.  Simultaneously 
they  permit  focus— not  just  on  studies — but  on  corresponding  parent  pro- 
grams and  fit  better  into  zero-h-fised  budgeting  practices, 

(c)  The  program  elements  approach  certainly  increases 
visibility  of  study  activity.  This  visibility  is  demanded  by  OSD  and 
Congress,  Admittedly  such  visibility  makes  weak  parts  of  the  study 
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1 SELCOH  and  committees  establish  long-range  Ar»y  goals  and  critical 
objectives.  S&A  Management  Cell  supports  process  by  providing  feed- 
back on  how  adequately  related  issues  are  addressed  by  the  study 
prograa.  (See  evaluation  concept  in  Figure  5.) 

2 S&A  Management  Cell  translatee  SELCQM  guidance  into  goals,  objectives, 
and  critical  tasks  for  the  Army  Study  Program. 

3 S&A  Management  Cell  through  PAED  includes  Army  Study  Program  Guidance 
in  APPGM.  Critical  high-priority  studies  are  specifically  tasked 
through  proponent  staff  agencies.  Remainder  of  guidance  has  a major 
impact  on  DA  Staff  and  a lesser  impact  on  MACOMs  because  the  focus  of 
their  respective  programs  shifts  from  strategic  to  operational 
questions. 

4 Proponent  staffs  and  KACOM  commanders  assisted  by  study  program 
managers  develop  remaining  study  guidance  into  appropriate  issues, 
questions,  or  problems  and  programs  study  resources.  S&A  Management 
Cell  affects  this  process  through  policy  and,  if  necessary,  proce- 
dures to  ensure  proposed  studies  service  priority  issues. 

3 MACOMs  present  study  program  proposals  with  COBE.  Coat  and  subject 
are  identifiable  within  program  element,  (Study  programs  would  also 
be  Included  in  PARR.) 

6 DA-level  program  directors  and  appropriation  directors  Integrate 
MACOM  and  DA-level  study  programs.  S&A  Management  Cell  and  PAED 
working  together  ensure  the  planning  and  programing  guidance  were 
met  and  that  Army  S&A  resources  are  logically  applied  to  critical 
arems.  Effort  redirection  ia  accomplished  through  prograa  or  budget 
dedelon. 

7 Secretariat  revltw,  as  needed,  is  possible  through  ths  program 
element  window  used  by  S6A  Management  Cell/PAED, 

8 Appropriate  level  Army  PQAs  and  contracts  do  the  studies. 


a/  Feedback  from  evaluation  activities  at  all  levels  must  impact 
this  process  with  tech  iteration,  (See  Figure  5.) 

b/  For  tmphaaia,  the  DAS  should  be  designated  the  Army  Study  Program 
Manager  with  the  S&A  Management  Cell  as  executive  agent.  Similarly  the 
deputy  of  each  HQDA  Staff  element  and  the  deputy  MACON  commanders  should 
be  designated  ea  the  POC  for  their  respective  subprogram!  using  their 
study  program  managers  as  executive  agents. 


program  highly  vulnerable,  but  deservedly  so.  The  visibility  is  needed 
by  the  OR/S&A  management  cell  for  it  to  exercise  its  program  and  budget 
control  and  to  make  program  developers  conscious  of  where  and  why  they 
commit  resources.  Although  the  cell  is  not  to  approve /disapprove 
individual  studies  within  WACOM  study  programs,  the  cell  would  exercise 
broad  study  budget  authority,  The  cell  would  make  yearly  adjustments 
to  study  funding  reflective  of  changing  study  needs  and  of  past  and 
projected  study  benefits. 

(d)  A management  cell's  authority  over  MACOM  and 
agency  study  programs  may,  at  first,  seem  paradoxical,  MACOMs  and 
agencies,  on  the  one  hand,  retain  considerable  control  over  their 
programs.  (Moat  S&A  resources  remain  decentralized.)  On  the  other  hand, 
the  HQDA  management  cell  controls  funding  on  the  basis  of  total  Btudy 
program  objectives  and  plans,  and  of  the  known  performance  of  existing 
OR/S&A  resources.  In  general  the  cell  doeB  not  approve/disapprove 
individual  MACOM  and  agency  studies.  The  cell  is  Intended  to  discipline 
program  development  through  policy.  The  cell  can  direct  a limited  amount 
of  study  activity  to  respond  to  critical  Army  issues.  It  is  always  in 
the  position  of  providing  "guidance."  The  cell's  program  evaluation 
activities,  in  part,  are  to  assure  that  MACOM  programs  logically  relate 
to  Army  and  MACOM  goals.  If  evaluation  reveals  shortfalls,  the  cell 

has  authority  to  redirect  offending  parts  of  a MACOM  study  program.  The 
cell  will  not  be  doing  its  job  if  it  does  not  "squeeze"  nonperformers 
or  substandard  performers.  The  cell  la  just  as  responsible  for  sensing 
program  underlap  as  it  is  for  detecting  overlap.  Critical  underlap  1b 
to  be  met  by  the  cell's  program  and  budget  decision  to  redirect  resources 
devoted  to  less  important  (in  the  total  Army  sense)  issues. 

(e)  The  cell  then  does  have  equally  powerful  ways  to 
encourage  and  reward  responsive,  efficient  study  performance  and  to 
discourage  and  penalize  weak  performance.  The  cell  does  have  "carrot 
and  stick"  powers  over  MACOM  agency  study  programs.  The  current  "system" 
permits  free  and  easy  approval  of  programs  (nearly  automatic  carrots), 
but  only  nit-picking  harassment  as  the  counterforce  (twigs  Instead  of 
sticks) . 


(f)  Through  its  analyst  career  advisory  role,  the  cell 
should  be  perceived  as  giving  the  first  real  integrative  focus  to  the 
broad  spectrum  of  "analysts."  Designation  of  the  top  civilian  position 
in  the  cell  as  "Senior  Analysts  of  the  Army"  should  also  give  more 
individuals  the  desired  sense  of  belonging.  To  the  extent  that  this 
image  can  be  formed  in  the  minds  of  enough  individuals,  they  will  also 
develop  reiuforclng  group,  agency,  and  MACOM  attitudes. 
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d.  Reporting  to  higher  authority.  The  management  cell  is  to 
be  the  focus  point  for  all  study  program  matters  reported  to  OSD,  0MB, 
and  Congress.  To  the  degree  that  a broader,  more  workable  definition  of 
"study"  is  developed  and  that  the  study  community  abides  by  policy, 
reporting  to  higher  authority  should  become  more  routine  with  time. 
Indeed,  to  the  extent  the  study  community  cooperates  (recall  that  the 
cell  is  to  be  given  the  means  to  assure  cooperation)  in  following  program 
and  guidance,  the  study  program  will  develop  a stronger  sense  of  common, 
balanced  direction.  Admittedly  the  accounting  of  more  broadly  defined 
study  activity  implies  a larger  accounting  job.  But  here  too,  the  cell's 
power  to  set  policy  and  develop  procedures  as  necessary  and  to  control 
program  and  budget  will  help  make  the  physical  accounting  chore  more 
efficient. 


e.  Tasking  high-priority  DA- level  issues  and  efforts.  It  is 
assumed  that  most  OR/S&A  resources  will  continue  to  be  devoted  to 
functional  matters.  Hence,  most  effort  will  continue  to  reflect  the 
functional  responsibilities  of  separate  MACOMs  and  agencies.  To  the 
extent  that  MACOM  and  agency  study  programs  reflect  the  corresponding 
responsibilities,  the  management  cell  need  not  Intervene,  However,  the 
cell  will  Intervene  to  assure  that  resources  are  committed  to  high- 
priority  DA-level  issues  and  efforts  that  otherwise  would  drop  through 
"interfunctional  cracks. " The  cell  will  have  tasking  authority  for  such 
Issues,  However,  it  is  foreseen  that  MACOMs  and  agencies  would  rarely 
be  obligated  to  commit  more  than  10-15  percent  of  the  resources  via 
such  tasking.  The  percentage  is  sensitive  to  whether  some  central 
study  performing  agency  is  created  and  to  the  degree  to  which  OR/S&A 
resources  remain  decentralized, 

10,  Program  Evaluation.  A major  responsibility  of  the  management 
cell  is  to  assure  constructive  program  evaluation.  Overall  evaluation, 
of  course,  extends  from  total  program  down  to  individual  studies  and  up 
again.  The  management  cell  oust  assure  that  all  kinds  of  evaluation  occur. 
However,  the  cell's  role  ranges  from  active  to  passive  as  suggested 
in  Figure  4.  Evaluation  must  occur  at  every  level  within  the  S&A 
community.  For  the  MACOMs  this  is  accomplished  actively  through  the 
Command's  IGa  and  Study  Program  Managers.  The  Secretarlat/HQDA  OR/S&A 
management  cell  la  passively  Involved  at  this  level  through  monitorahip 
of  reports.  At  the  DA  Staff  level  the  cell  is  actively  responsible  for 
"total  program  evaluation."  Individual  studies  are  evaluated  at  this 
level  only  on  a priority,  case-by-case  basis.  This  concept  for  study 
program  evaluation  ia  outlined  at  greater  length  in  Figure  5. 
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management  cell’s  role  in  evaluation 


Cell’s 

Type 

Involvement  Evaluation  Level 


Total  Study  Program 
Program  Element  Support 
Agency 

Individual  Study  (except 
priority  issue) 


Figure  4 


11.  Reminder  of  What  the  Cell  Is  Not.  Some  may  find  loopholes  in 
the  preceding  description  of  what  the  HQDA  OR/S&A  management  cell  is  to  do. 
The  description  of  what  is  to  be  done  may  seem  to  leave  too  much  room  for 
the  cell  to  do  unintended  things.  This  paragraph  helps  close  the  loopholes 
by  noting  what  the  cell  is  not  to  do, 

a.  The  cell  does  net  set  Army  planning  objectives. 

b.  The  cell  does  not,  perform  studies. 

c.  The  cell  does  not,  routinely  critique  Individual  studies. 

d.  The  cell  does  not  provide  meabera/observers  to  ait  on 
every  SAG. 

e.  The  cell  does  not  usurp  DA  Staff  or  MACOMb  on  the  use  of 
their  OR/S&A  assets  beyond  directing  that  Borne  small  fraction  of  assets 
be  committed  to  special,  high-priority  questions,  issues,  and  problems 
unless  program  evaluation  reveals  Irrelevant  or  substandard  study 
performance. 
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IV.  RECOMMENDATION 


12.  Proposed  Organization  and  Structure,  This  section  consists  of 
three  major  subsections.  The  first  outlines  an  organization  designed  to 
fulfill  the  management  job  specified  in  the  preceding  section.  The  second 
subsection  proposes  a minimum  assignment  of  spaces  to  the  organization 
design;  it  completes  the  cell's  structure.  The  last  subsection  notes 
probable  points  of  contention  about  the  proposal.  The  proposed  organiza- 
tion and  structure  reflect  the  task  team's  effort  to  devise  a practical 
compromise  management  approach.  The  team  does  not  claim  that  the  proposal 
would  produce  perfection  after  implementation.  However,  the  team  believes 
implementation  of  the  proposal  would  lead  to  large,  needed  Improvements  in 
all  the  critical  areas  identified  in  the  foregoing  sections.  The  proposed 
organization  was  not  the  only  one  considered.  Alternatives  were  also 
examined.  Their  strengths  and  weaknesses  are  discussed  in  Tab  A.  One 
of  the  alternatives,  the  status  quo,  was  further  assessed  as  reported  in 
Tab  B. 


13.  Organizational  Outline  to  Match  "Management  Job."  Figure  6 
serves  as  a bridge  between  the  preceding  section  on  the  management  job 
and  the  key  part  of  this  section  on  structure  and  staffing  of  a proposed 
management  cell.  The  top  of  Figure  6 reminds  us  that  the  function  of  orga- 
nizing and  staffing  of  the  largely  decentralized  OR/S&A  universe  remains 
essentially  the  same.  Planning,  execution,  and  evaluation  do  come  down 
as  functions  to  be  performed  by  the  cell.  These  three  functions  suggest 
three  elements  for  the  proposed  cell,  the  Army  Study  Program  Planning  and 
Administration  Office  (ASPPAO) . {A  best  name  for  Che  cell  may  depend  on 
the  finally  adopted  definition  of  "study,"]  Subfunetiona  are  identified 
for  each  major  function,  all  corresponding  to  those  introduced  in  the 
preceding  section.  The  planning  or  prograo  development  function  must  be 
linked  to  the  setters  of  Army  objectives  and  long-range  planners.  Within 
the  cell,  the  external  issues,  questions,  and  problems  are  translated 
into  Army  Study  Prograo  Guidance.  Prograo  execution  includes  the  setting 
of  policy  on  study  program  matters,  program  and  budget  control,  reporting 
upwards,  and  the  tasking  of  special  studies.  Program  evaluation  is  left 
partially  suspended  to  suggest  the  proposal  that  the  management  cell  can 
and  should  obtain  needed  evaluation  assistance  of  AAA,  MACOM  IGs,  and 
probably  others.  Thus,  actual  evaluation  activity  lies  partly  inside  and 
partly  outside  the  cell.  However,  the  ceil  is  intended  to  have  full 
responsibility  for  assuring  that  program  evaluation  ia  performed  and  the 
results  of  that  evaluation  fed  into  the  other  management  functions  aa 
needed . 
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CONCEPTUAL  MATCH  OF  MANAGEMENT  FUNCTIONS 
TO  ORGANIZATION  OUTLINE 
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14,  Structural  Spaces  and  Location. 


a.  Figure  7 presents  the  structure  and  professional  staffing 
of  the  proposed  ASPPAO) . The  ASPPAO  is  headed  by  a military  director 
and  civilian  deputy.  Both  are  required  to  possess  exceptional  managerial 
and  technical  capabilities.  Additionally,  the  Deputy's  title  is  suggested 
to  be  "Deputy  and  Senior  Analyst  of  the  Army."  This  special  title  is 
intended  to  convey  a notion  of  "analyst"  in  the  very  general  sense  with- 
out special  reference  to  a unique  specialty,  The  civilian  deputy  is 
intended  to  provide  the  continuity  otherwise  lost  by  frequent  military 
reassignment.  It  is  recommended  that  the  ASPPAO  report  directly  to  the 
DAS.  The  task  team  feels  that  this  is  the  lowest  level  consistent  with 
the  cell's  management  job  and  with  necessary  interfaces  inside  and  outside 
the  study  community.  (A  "next  best"  location  is  raised  in  the  next  sub- 
section, "Probable  Points  of  Contention.") 

b.  The  program  development  function  is  served  by  a major  ASPPAO 
element,  a "Long-Range  Program  Development  and  Review  Team."  The  most 
logical  division  of  responsibilities  within  that  team  is  along  lines 
paralleling  POM  development  responsibilities  in  DPA&E. 

c.  Program  execution  is  the  responsibility  of  a "Policy, 

Programs,  and  Budget  Team."  The  team  ineludea  a policy  section  with 
separate  team  members  responsible  for  policy  (and  procedure  as  necessary) 
development  for  the  study  system  in  general  and  for  assuring  steady 
improvement  In  the  quality  of  models  and  methods  development,  application, 
and  documentation.  A "Program  and  Budget  Section"  handles  the  probably 
very  Heavy  administrative  burden  of  controlling  and  tracking  study  activ- 
ity from  the  program  perspective.  The  section  compiles  the  resource 
commitment  information  demanded  by  OSD,  0KB,  aud  Congress. 

d.  The  Policy,  Programs,  and  Budget  Team  includes  a "Career 
Development  Advisor."  The  advisor  has  several  roles.  One  is  to  work 
with  the  program  developers  to  determine  what  kinds  of  "analyst  skills" 
will  be  needed  in  near  and  distant  futures.  This  projection  is  to  be 
made  available  to  specialist  career  managers.  Another  role  of  the 
advisor  Is  to  assure  steps  be  taken  to  make  all  analysts  "belong"  to  an 
Important  single  community  as  perceived  In  their  own  minds  and  in  the 
minds  of  the  rest  of  the  Army. 

e.  The  program  evaluation  element  is  a small  one  of  only  two 
spaces.  The  key  here  is  to  involve  other  resources  in  program  evaluation,., 
not  just  to  reduce  the  burden  on  the  team,  but  rather  to  bring  other 
appropriate  attention  and  viewpoints  to  bear  on  the  study  program. 
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f.  The  proposed  management  cell  includes  a two-person  "Infor- 
mation Support  Team"  at  least  temporarily.  A 2-year  charter  is  suggested. 
The  team  is  intended  to  assure  that  necessary  software  exists  or  is 
developed  to  support  the  management  cell.  Such  software  includes  inter- 
faces to  existing,  usable  systems.  The  total  effort  for  which  the  team 
becomes  responsible  depends  on  the  adopted  definition  of  "study"  and 
whether  or  not  the  study  program  itself  is  accorded  program  element (s) 
status  within  PPBS.  It  is  expected  that  other  members  of  the  team  will 
have  sufficiently  strong  technical  backgrounds  to  make  effective  use  of 
the  Information  Support  Team,  and  vice  versa. 

g.  The  proposed  cell  contains  a total  of  18  professionals. 

Review  of  current  OR/S&A  spaces  at  Secretariat /HQDA  (reported  in  Tab  B) 
suggested  that  spaces  can  be  drawn  from  several  existing  elements  while 
leaving  sufficient  study-performing  spaces  in  place  or  for  other  appli- 
cation. One  premise  is  that  better  study  program  management  will  reduce 
the  need  for  Secretariat/HQDA  analysts  to  resort  to  time-consuming  micro- 
management.  A second  premise  is  that  the  contribution  of  spaces  from 
several  elements  avoids  the  appearance  or  fact  of  capture  of  the  ASPPAO 
by  an  existing  study  element.  The  ASPPAO  is  to  build  on  what  is  already 
sound,  but  it  deserves  "fresh  start"  status. 

15.  Probable  Points  of  Contention.  The  recommended  cell  faces 
many  obstacles  to  its  implementation  and  operation. 

a.  Rank/grade  of  director.  The  cell  may  seem  small  to  merit 
a two-star  director.  (The  recommended  minimum  strength  of  the  cell  is 

18  spaces.)  The  requirement  for  a senior  director  is  not  simply  a matter 
of  internal  element  size.  The  cell  and  hence  its  director  are  expected 
to  interface  directly  with  all  levels  inside  and  outside  the  study 
community.  The  study  community  itself  will  consist  of  from  2,000  to 
5,000  persons  depending  on  the  finally  selected  definition  of  "study." 

The  cell  is  to  have  broad  budget  authority  over  the  community.  But  the 
importance  and  responsibility  of  the  cell  is  much  greater  than  simply 
the  direct  "cost"  of  the  study  community.  The  impact  of  study  activity, 
by  design,  is  aq<sportive  of  the  full  range  of  Army  decisionmaking 
involving  billions  of  dollars  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people. 

Although  few  individual  studies  impact  all  Army  resources  directly,  the 
total  study  program  at  any  one  time  concerns  very  much  of  the  Army’s 
total  resources  in  one  wav  or  another. 

b.  Size  of  cell..  The  cell's  recommended  strength  of  18  spaces 
is  large  in  comparison  to  most  current  Secretariat/HQDA  study-like 
elements.  And  those  current  elements  include  many  who  are  in  the  study- 
doing business.  People  dedicated  entirely  to  one  or  more  study  program 
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management  functions  are  few  in  number  now.  And  outside  the  study  area* 
many  elements  at  Secretariat /HQDA  are  relatively  small  despite  broad 
responsibilities  for  large  programs.  Spaces  are  indeed  a very  scarce 
resource  at  Secretariat  and  HQDA.  Despite  the  obvious  pressures  for  a 
very  small  cell  and  the  competition  for  spaces,  the  team  felt  it  could  not 
go  below  the  "bare  bones"  level  as  recommended.  In  fact,  the  team's  con- 
cern is  that  a much  broader  definition  of  "study  program"  might  increase 
the  management  workload  beyond  the  capabilities  of  the  18-man  cell! 

Recall  that  the  cell  is  to  have  real  management  authority  in  practice, 
not  just  theory.  The  cell  will  have  more  responsibility  over  more 
functions  than  has  ever  been  practiced  before.  No  "study  and  analysis" 
predecessor  at  Secretariat /HQDA  has  ever  exercised  this  kind  and  degree 
of  study  program  management.  Other  elements  have  had  small  responsi- 
bilities or  authority  or  both.  At  best  they  focused  on  only  part  of  the 
management  job.  At  worst  they  chose  to  give  their  attention  to  "doing 
studies"  at  the  expense  of  letting  too  much  of  study  program  management 
slide  or  drop  through  cracks.  Study  program  management  is  a big  job 
with  big  payoff  if  the  job  is  done  well, 

c.  Location  of  cell.  The  cell  must  he  placed  high  enough  to 
have  the  visibility  to  assure  that  input  to  and  output  of  the  study 
program  involve  key  Army  managers  and  planners.  It  must  also  have  the 
clout  to  control  what  is  still  a largely  decentralized  community,  many 
of  whose  members  report  to  and  are  protected  by  senior  commanders, . High 
coequal  location  requires  a coequal  director;  positions  of  that  rank/ 
grade  are  hard  to  justify  on  any  basis,  especially  if  a apace  of  equal 
rank/grade  must  be  given  up  elsewhere,  The  team  felt  that  the  cell  should 
report  directly  to  the  DAS.  That  location  seemed  beat  for  visibility 
and  authority  reasons.  Admittedly,  many  people  would  perceive  that  loca- 
tion as  a threat  to  their  own  authority  over  study  matters.  And  to  a 
degree  that  is  an  intended  perception.  Also  the  creation  of  a cell 
reporting  directly  to  the  DAS  might  produce  a span  of  control  strain  on 
the  DAS.  This  is  a real  concern  of  the  team  and  the  strongest  reason  for 
the  team's  next  best  recommendation  of  cell  location  within  an  existing 
directorate  under  the  DAS.  (But  as  explained  elsewhere  in  this  paper, 
not  within  DPA&E.)  Apart  from  the  reasons  for  high-level  location 
benefiting  the  Army  internally,  there  is  the  practical  point  that  high- 
level  location  should  help  convince  OSD  and  Congress  that  the  Army  is 
aerioua  about  making  the  best  possible  use  of  its  study  and  analysis 
resources.  If  the  Army  really  wants  to  defend  those  resources,  location 
of  the  cell  and  the  rank  of  its  leader  are  measures  of  both  intended  and 
real  clout. 

16.  Bottom  Line.  This  recommendation  for  study  program  management 
rune  the  risk  of  many  earlier,  equally  well-intentioned  efforts.  Several 


F-25 


times  in  recent  years,  people  have  met  to  make  recommendations  for 
improvement  of  all  or  part  of  the  study  program.  Kany  good  ideas  have 
been  surfaced  and  then  beer,  ignored  or  weakened,  if  applied  at  all.  This 
paper,  to  the  team’s  knowledge  recommends  the  broadest  range  of  changes 
focused  directly  on  study  program  management.  The  recommended  management 
cell  would  have  far-ranging  responsibilities  for  program  management.  This 
p/per  has  identified  those  responsibilities  and  given  the  cell  the  raw 
materials  necessary.  Early  on  the  cell  would  have  to  develop  detailed 
policies  and  procedures  to  assure  its  own  effectiveness  in  fulfilling  its 
responsibilities.  The  breadth  and  depth  of  the  policies  and  procedures 
to  be  developed  end  applied  over  time  will  depend  on  the  definition  of 
"study”  and  on  the  outcomes  of  Successive  study  program  evaluations.  The 
team  believes  that  it  is  time  for  the  Army  to  adopt  the  entire  management 
cell  given  the  powers  of  persuasion  and  compulsion.  The  sad  record  of 
the  past  should  be  sufficient  to  show  that  partial  or  half-hearted 
approaches  achieve  little  or  less. 
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TAB  A 


DEVELOPMENT  AND  ANALYSIS  OF  S&A  MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVES 


1.  Purpose.  This  tab  "ties  up  the  loose  ends"  of  the  management 
analysis  presented  in  the  Main  Paper  by  8 

a.  Identifying  the  candidate  organizational  structures  (both 
existing  and  proposed)  for  performing  the  studies  management  job  as  out- 
lined in  Section  III  of  Main  Paper. 

b.  Assessing  the  relative  merits  (pro  and  con)  of  the  alterna- 
tives. 

c.  Comparing  the  "selectable"  alternative (s)  against  the  back- 
ground of  previous  failures. 

2.  Approach.  The  S$A  management  cell  recommended  in  the  Main  Paper 
is  the  result  of  a carefully  developed,  logical  approach  to  management 
analysis,  as  outlined  in  Figure  A-l. 

a.  Step  X — the  development  of  a "systems"  perspective  consists 
of  identifying  and  describing  the  studies  system,  its  purpose,  and  whether 
it  meets  that  purpose.  Necessary  modifications  are  proposed  which,  in 
consideration  of  resource  constraints,  are  kept  "reasonable." 

b.  Seep  II — the  identification  of  the  management  job  focuses  on 
the  process  of  management.  The  classic  management  functions  (planning, 
organizing,  staffing,  directing,  controlling,  and  evaluating)  are 
analyzed  to  determine  those  key  management  tasks  which  must  be  performed  to; 

(1)  Make  the  Bystem  effective — one  of  the  first  critical 
objectives  of  implementation. 

(2)  Keep  the  system  effective. 

c.  With  the  process  of  management  defined.  Step  III  focuses  on 
the  organizational  structure  to  best  perform  the  management  job.  Existing 
organizations/elements  are  identified  and  considered;  their  capabilities 
assessed;  and  where  shortfalls  exist,  new  organizational  alternatives 

are  developed  and  analyzed.  Before  development  of  a final  recommendation, 
past  efforts  at  managing  the  studies  system  arc  considered  to  avoid 
fatal  duplication  of  prior  failures. 
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3.  Discussion. 


a.  The  three-step  approach  to  management  analysis  outlined  above 
inherently  structures  the  alternatives  generation  process.  As  opposed  to 
starting  with  a collection  of  structural  possibilities  which  are  then 
analyzed,  the  three-step  process  focuses  on  the  system  to  be  managed  and 
the  identification  of  the  management  job  to  be  performed,  followed  by 

the  crystallization  of  a required  (and  realistic)  management  structure 
to  perform  the  job.  The  set  of  existing  organizational  elements  is  then 
examined  to  determine  those  which  are  potentially  suitable  (i.e.,  can 
be  modified,  either  singly  or  in  combination).  When  none  can  be  modified 
(or  conversely,  when  such  modification  to  accomplish  the  "new"  management 
job  creates  a void  elsewhere),  then  new  management  structures  are  required. 

b.  The  analysis  presented  in  the  Main  Paper  points  to  a 
significant  shortfall  in  centralized  management  of  TASS  at  the  Secre- 
tariat/HQDA  level,  particularly  in  the  areas  of  interface  with  the 
decisionmaking  process  to  support  effective  study  program  development, 
administration,  and  evaluation.  To  fill  this  gap,  a new  management  cell 
has  been  proposed.  The  following  paragraphs  highlight  the  shortcomings 
of  other  suggested  alternatives,  and  assess  the  relative  merits  of 
various  organizational  positions  for  placement  of  the  new  structure. 

4.  Alternatives— Management  Structure  Development.  Draft  ESC 
Memorandum  for  Record  of  18  August  1978  (subject;  Recap  of  Meeting  Between 
DUSA(OR)  and  Acting  Director,  ESC)  lists  four  organizational  alternatives 
for  studies  management. 

a.  Status  quo;  Study  Management  Office  end  DUSA(OR)  as 
currently  configured.  ("Leave  the  system  alone."] 

b.  HQDA  organization  left  unchanged,  but  with  a coordination 
forum  similar  to  the  old  ASAC/WASAC.  ["Leave  the  structure  alone,  but 
coordinate  better."] 

c.  Combination  of  existing  HQDA  S&A  management  assets,  with 
DUSA(OR)  left  unchanged.  ("Modify  the  HQDA  structure,  but  don't  touch 
DUSA(Ott) ."] 

d.  Combination  of  existing  HQDA  S&A  management  assets  to  include 
DUSA(OR).  ("Modify  the  entire  structure."] 

e.  During  the  course  of  the  analysis,  no  additional  alternatives 
were  discerned.  The  four  stated  above  proved  general  enough  to  be  "all- 
inclusive." 
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5.  Assessment.  In  light  of  the  management  job  developed  in  the 
Main  Paper,  Alternative  4 (Modification  of  the  Entire  Secretariat/HQDA 
S&A  Structure)  proved  necessary  because  of  significant  shortfalls  in 
the  other  three  alternatives.  These  are  outlined  below. 

a.  Alternative  1.  Status  quo.  Conclusions  Unacceptable. 

(1)  At  HQDA  level,  Study  Management  Offices 

(a)  Is  grossly  understaffed  to  perform,  even  the 
administrative  functions  required,  let  alone  ihe  essential  program  plan- 
ning and  evaluation  functions. 

(b)  Is  organizationally  misplaced  to  effectively 
perform  the  program  development,  direction,  and  control  functions. 

(c)  Has  purview  over  only  a subset  (AR  5-5)  of  the 

studies  universe, 

(2)  At  the  Secretariat  level,  I)USA(OR)s 

(a)  Has  the  necessary  "muscle*1  to  provide  centralized 
direction  and  control  to  the  study  program. 

(b)  But  lss 

_l.  Understaffed  to  both  raunage  the  study  program 
and  provide  analytic  support  to  che  Secratariat. 

2.  Hot  mainstream  to  the  decision  process  which 
the  studies  system  must  support. 

b.  Alternative  2.  Current  organization  with  a coordination 
forum  similar  to  previous  AFAO/WASAC.  Conclusion!  Unacceptable. 

(1'  Considerations  are  the  same  as  those  outlined  for 
Alternative  1,  but... 

(2)  The  unacceptability  of  Alternative  1 cannot  be  overcome 
by  a coordimtive  body  alone,  especially  an  informal  committee  with  no 
permanent  staff.  In  fact,  as  displayed  in  Figure  6 (Main  Paper),  the 
management  job  entails  /such  more  than  coordination.  It  involves  program 
development,  administration,  and  evaluation,  with  the  requisite  muscle 
to  carry  out  these  functions. 
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c.  Alternative  3.  Reorganization  of  HQDA  S&A  management  assets 
with  Secretariat  S&A  assets  left  intact.  Conclusion!  workable,  however... 

(1)  As  currently  configured,  the  charter  of  DUSA(OR) 
duplicates  that  required  to  perform  the  S&A  management  job  , 

(2)  But  as  outlined  above  (Alternative  1),  DUSA(OR): 

(a)  Is  not  mainstream  to  the  HQDA/MACOM  decisionmaking 
process  (rather,  it  operates  at  a more  "overview"  level  of  management). 

(b)  Performs  more  in  an  analytic  support  role  to  the 
Secretariat  than  as  a manager  of  the  study  program. 

(c)  Is  not  adequately  staffed  to  both  manage  studies 
and  perform  studies, 

Tabs  B and  C suggest  that  DUSA(OR)  should  be  disestablished,  and  its 
"manager"  spaces  transferred  to  the  new  ASPPAO.  Analytic  spaces  in 
support  of  the  Secretariat  should  be  transferred  elsewhere  in  the 
Secretariat.  This  is  in  line  with  Alternative  4,  reorganization  of  the 
entire  Secretariat/HQDA  S&A  management  structure. 

6.  Alternatives — Organizational  location  Development . Like  the 
above  discussion  of  structure,  location  of  the  new  ASPPAO  must  consider 
the  requirements  of  the  management  job,  Given  the  requirements  for 
"teeth"  and  visibility,  the  role  as  study  program  integrator  above  the 
functional  staff,  and  the  responsibility  for  interfacing  directly  with 
the  Army's  strategic  planning  process,  a "high"  organizational  position  is 
necessitated.  Alternatives  considered  Included; 

a.  Reporting  directly  to  VCSA. 

b.  DAS  level,  either 

(1)  Coequal  with  PAED,  DM,  DAA  or... 

(2)  As  a subelement  of  one  of  these  DAS  components. 

7.  Assessment  of  Location,  Within  the  alternatives  outlined  in 
paragraph  6,  the  ASPPAO  should  be  located  st  the  lowest  organizational 
level  consistent  with  the  requirements  for  effective  study  program  manage- 
ment. It  does  not  seem  necessary  for  the  ASPPAO  to  report  directly  to 
VCSA.  Due  to  the  required  Interface  with  Army  strategic  planning  and 

the  PPBS,  the  ASPPAO  should  be  located  at  DAS  level  as  a coequal  of 


DPA&E.  Although  the  ASPPAO  should  be  aligned  with  DPA&E,  it  would  be  a 
mistake  to  integrate  the  ASPPAO  into  the  DPA&E  itself.  There  study 
program  management  would  almost  certainly  become  lost  in  the  programing 
environment.  The  element  would  probably  become  captive  to  the  short-fuse 
analysis  requirements  associated  with  annual  preparation  of  the  POM.  The 
"next  best"  location  of  ASPPAO  is  as  an  element  of  the  Director  of  Army 
Management.  This  "lower"  location  is  probably  feasible.  It  would  main- 
tain necessary  separation  from  DPA&E,  thereby  avoiding  absorption  into 
purely  analysis-performing  roles.  The  lower  location,  however,  does 
sacrifice  both  visibility  and  muscle.  Although  the  staff  of  the  Director 
of  Army  Management  already  includes  the  Study  Management  Office,  which 
provides  a precedent  for  some  study  management  functions  at  that  level, 
the  task  team  feels  that  the  new  ASPPAO  should  have  a new,  fresh  start. 

A new  location  avoids  the  appearance  of  capture  of  all  management 
functions  by  a single  older  management  function. 

8.  Contributors  to  Setting  Army  Objectives  and  Planning.  Candidates 
possibly  contributing  to  setting  Army  objectives  and  planning  were  sur- 
veyed as  part  of  the  Job  of  determining  necessary  study  program  linkages. 

A summary  of  that  informal  survey  ia  presented  in  Figure  A-2,  As  noted 

at  several  points  elsewhere  in  this  paper,  linkage  of  the  study  program 
to  Army  objectives  and  planning  is  critical  to  the  program  and  the  Army. 
The  titles  of  many  elements  suggest  that  the  Army  recognises  the  impor- 
tance of  setting  objectives  and  planning.  The  team's  survey,  though, 
found  that  there  is  not  much  in  a name.  Those  elements  most  Involved  are 
not  directly  linked  to  the  study  program.  Several  other  elements  have 
narrower  foci  (in  terms  of  subjects  and  time)  than  their  names  first 
suggested  to  the  task  team.  It  is  also  troublesome  that  high-level 
involvement  in  Study  Planning  Guidance  seems  limited  to  passive  approval. 
Guidance  seems  to  grow  from  the  "bottom  up,"  not  from  the  "top  down." 

The  kind  and  degree  of  linkage  are  not  as  healthy  as  they  need  be  for 
the  Army  to  make  the  beat  use  of  its  study  resources.  "Study  responsive- 
ness" and  "executive  disinterest"  are  dangerous  countercharges;  both 
sides  must  do  more  to  overcome  these  and  other  obstacles  to  useful  link- 
age in  both  directions.  It  is  noted  elsewhere  that  the  study  community 
should  not  set  Army  objectives.  However,  the  study  community  may  be 
able  to  help;  though  outside  the  assigned  task,  a comment  along  these 
lines  is  offered  in  paragraph  3 of  Tab  D. 

9.  The  Final  Check — A Look  at  History.  There  is  nothing  in  recent 
history  to  prove  what  will  work  for  study  program  management.  Rather, 
history  provides  examples  of  what  does  not  work.  The  team's  recommen- 
dation does  Include  many  features  Included  In  past,  leas  than  completely 
successful  efforts.  In  each  case,  the  team  considered  features  taken 
together  and  has  been  careful  to  avoid  past  mistakes.  The  mistakes 


have  been  to  accept  too  narrow  a definition  of  study , to  confer  some 
power  of  persuasion  with  too  little  power  compulsion,  and  to  consider 
too  few  of  the  functions  of  management.  Paragraph  2 of  Tab  D provdles 
an  only  slightly  exaggerated  checklist  of  how  not  to  manage  a study 
program.  Precedent  efforts  have  almost  all  been  liable  to  one  or  more 
of  the  errors  of  omission  and  commission  listed  in  Figure  D-l  of  Tab  D. 
Unlike  the  former  Coordinator  of  Army  Studies,  the  ASPPAO  would  be  much 
stronger  than  a passive  "coordinator."  ASPPAO  would  have  "teeth"  and 
directive  authority  over  key  DA-1 eve 1 study  efforts.  Unlike  the  current 
SMO,  the  ASPPAO  would  be  adequately  staffed  to  handle  not  only  program 
administration  but  also  program  development  and  evaluation.  Nor  would 
ASPPAO  become  a ''doer"  of  studies  as  was  the  former  AVCSA  or  as  the 
ASPPAO  itself  would  if  it  were  attached  to  DPA&E.  Some  of  the  source 
materials  listed  in  Tab  E recount  some  precedent  efforts. 


TAB  B 


ANALYSIS  OF  RESPONSIBILITIES,  FUNCTIONS,  AND 
ROLES  OF  SECRETARIAT / HQDA  OR/S&A-RELATED  ELEMENTS 


V 

1,  Introduction. 


a.  Purpose.  This  tab  examines  the  responsibilities,  functions, 
and  roles  of  key  Secretariat  and  staff  elements  as  pertains  to  current 
management  of  studies  and  analysis  activities  at  HQDA  and  to  indicate 
potential  sources  for  staffing  the  proposed  management  alternative. 

b.  Scope.  Only  study  and  analysis  program/ system  management 
functions  are  addressed.  That  is,  roles,  functions,  and  responsibilities 
for  TASS  and  TASP.  Capability  or  capacity  to  actually  do  studies  within 
the  Secretariat  and  staff  is  not  addressed,  except  as  it  might  influence 
or  impinge  on  the  execution  of  management  functions. 

c.  Objective.  The  objective  of  this  tab  is  to  summarize  the 
current  organization  for  study  prograra/systera  management.  The  objective 
is  not  to  critique  previous  functional  analysis;  ie.,  the  1977  Functional 
Working  Group  on  Studies  and  Analysis  report  which  was  part  of  the  1977 
HQDA  Staff  Reduction  Exercise.  Nor  is  this  tab  intended  to  be  the 
analysis  of  function/responsibility  data  acquired  by  questionnaire  early 
in  this  "Review  of  Army  Analysis." 

2.  Primary  Assigned  Responsibilities.  HQDA  General  Order  No.  12, 

AH  10-5,  and  AR  5-5  assign  responsibilities  for  the  Army  Study  Program. 
Various  CSRs  and  mission  and  function  statements  break  out  the  major 
assigned  responsibilities  into  specific  activities  and  actions  for  the 
respective  TASS  players.  Key  management  responsibilities  (as  opposed  to 
procedural  requirements)  uro; 

a.  DUSA(Oft):  Per  General  Order  No.  12,  is  responsible  for  lue 
study  program,  program  direction  for  OR/S&A  analysis  activities,  w' 
guiding  the  Military  Officer  OR  education  program. 

b.  Director  of  the  Army  Staff:  AR  10-5  specifies  that  DAS 
provide  the  principal  adviser  to  the  Chief  of  Staff  on  management  of 
Army  studies  and  che  coordinator  for  execution  of  the  study  program. 

c.  DCSOPS:  Per  All  10-5,  is  responsible  for  development  and 
coordination  of  the  strategic  studies  program  and  for  force  development- 
related  models. 
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d.  AR  5-5  specifi.es  responsibilities  for  all  agencies  and 
MACOMs  in  considerable  detail,  the  great  bulk  of  which  are  procedural. 

In  terms  of  TASS  management.,  universal  responsibilities  include; 

(1)  Designation  of  agency/MACGM  study  coordinators. 

(2)  Development  of  agency /MACOM  study  programs. 

(3)  Validation/Justification  of  individual  study  need 
(within  agency /MACOM  programs). 

(4)  Plan,  program,  and  budget  for  agency /MACOM  study  program. 

e.  Study  planning  guidance  la  also  Introduced  in  AR  5-5,  and 
publishing  responsibilities  axe  assigned.  Responsibilities  for  reviewing 
certain  groupings  or  categories  of  studies  are  also  assigned  by  AR  5-5 
(i.e.,  ODCSOPS  reviews  all  study  proposals  related  to  development,  modi- 
fication, or  application  of  models  in  specific  areas;  GDCSLOG  reviews 
all  logistics-related  studies). 

f.  Except  for  the  three  main  players,  ODUSA(OR),  DACS(DMO),  and 
ODCSOPS  (plus  OQCSLOC  in  the  logiatica  area),  all  other  agencies  and  MACOMs 
participate  in  the  study  system  management  through  their  designated  study 
coordinators*  These  individuals  perform  priausrily  an  advisory  role  on 
procedural  and  reporting  requirements  of  the  study  system. 

3.  Accomplishing  the  Management  Functions,  Studies  in  the  recent 
and  distant  past  regarding  the  Army  Study  System  have  one  thing  in  common; 
each  has  found  essentially  the  same  things  wrong  with  the  system,  Host 
recently.  House  Appropriations  Committee  and  BOD  reports  have  reinforced 
the  need  for  more  intensive  management  in  the  broadest  sense.  Critical 
weaknesses  in  the  current  TASS  management  cited  include; 

a.  Study  planning  and  programing  as  evidenced  by  high  numbers 
of  unprogrataed  studies  annually  and  weak  justification  in  terms  of 
critical  problems  to  be  addressed, 

b.  Failure  to  comply  with  DOD  directives  and  Army  regulations 
applicable  to  study  programing  and  execution, 

c.  Less  than  adequate  integration  of  agwcey/HACON  study  programs 
into  a purposeful  single  study  program. 

d.  Inability  to  account  fully  for  resources  committed  to  the 
study  program. 
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e.  Inability  to  identify  a consistent  and  complete  set  of  activ- 
ities which  are  to  be  managed  by  tbe  study  system. 

f.  Questionable  effectiveness  of  study  coordinators  to  accomplish 
other  than  administrative  functions. 

4.  Responsibility  Versus  Execution.  AR  5-5  has  practically  been 
under  constant  revision  since  1974.  The  nssence  of  the  revisions  has  been 
to  specify  operating  procedures,  mainly  to  control  the  data  gathering  and 
reporting  for  individual  studies  and  agency/MACOM  study  programs.  Assign- 
ment of  basic  responsibilities  has  not  changed. 

a.  Per  General  Order  No.  12,  ODUSA(OR)  is  clearly  responsible 
for  the  study  program.  In  early  paragraphs  of  that  General  Order, 
responsibility  is  defined  to  mean  the  "exercise  of  direction  and  super- 
vision over  matters  pertaining  to  the  formulation,  execution,  and  review 
of  policies,  plans,  and  programs  within  their  respective  functional 
areas,  including  the  establishment  of  objectives  and  appraisal  of  per- 
formance." For  reasons  best  known  to  the  DUSA(OR),  exercise  of  this 
responsibility  has  been  imcomplete.  In  particular,  the  establishment  of 
objectives  and  plans  and  overall  direction  have  been  cursory.  There  is 
a general  agreement  that  study  system  management  should  be  mainetream 

to  the  decisionmaking  processes  that  studies  support.  ODUSA(GR)  ia  not 
mainstream  to  the  PPB  actions  and  decisions  which  characterise  the  staff 
side  of  the  house.  Thus  the  study  program  responsibilities  of  ODUSA(OR) 
are  misplaced.  Implications  are  discussed  at  Tab  A and  Tab  C. 

b.  The  Study  Management  Office,  Management  Directorate,  OCSA, 
lias  responsibilities  chat  are  almost  exclusively  administrative.  Execution 
of  these  responsibilities  has  little  direct  effect  on  program  content  or 

on  fundamental  goals,  objectives,  and  policies.  The  Study  Management  Office 
did  net  seek  to  expand  its  role  into  the  classical  management  functions, 
possibly  reluctant  to  tread  on  ODUSA(OR)  territory. 

c.  There  ia  no  evidence  to  suggest  that  0DCS0P3  responsibili- 
ties in  the  strategic  studies  and  models  area  has  had  any  influence  on  the 
content,  direction,  or  resource  balance  of  the  overall  study  program. 
Activity  in  these  areas  has  not  produced  the  desired  coherence  and  focus 
keyed  to  overall  study  program  completeness  and  direction. 

d.  Study  coordinators,  by  and  large,  are  mainly  responsive  to 
the  administrative  requirements  of  AR  5-5  and  the  Study  Ma-ageaent  Office. 
They  play  ^ relatively  minor  role  in  the  overall  study  pn  gram  management. 
Within  their  own  agencios/HACOMs,  study  coordinators  advir  and  assist 
study  sponsors.  Rarely  do  they  play  a significant  role  in  establishing 
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agency/MACOM  study  program  content  nor  do  they  have  the  authority  to  make 
decisions  relative  to  program  objectives,  execution,  and  resource  alloca- 
tion. 

e.  Study  Planning  Guidance  is  the  glue  which  is  supposed  tc  bind 
the  study  system  into  an  entity  with  purpose  focussed  on  critical  Army 
problems.  The  manner  by  which  Study  Planning  Guidance  in  developed  has 
changed  from  year  to  year  reflecting  efforts  to  make  the  guidance  more 
effective  in  giving  direction  to  the  collective  study  programs.  The 
Study  Management  Office  publishes  the  Study  Planning  Guidance,  Devel- 
opment of  the  Study  Planning  Guidance  is  not  prescribed  in  terms  of 
interfaces  with  the  PPBS  except  in  vague  references  to  a basis  in  the 
POM.  No  one  element  is  clearly  responsible  for  formulation  of  the  guid- 
ance: ODUSA(OR) , the  Study  Management  Office,  and  the  agencies /MACOMs 
have  all  played  lead  roles  in  recent  years.  Interpretation  of  the  ODUSA 
(OR)  responsibilities  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  study  program  planning 
should  originate  there.  Unfortunately,  ODUSA(OR)  is  not  directly  linked 
to  the  PPS  process,  actions,  and  decisions  which  characterize  the  Staff. 

The  SPG  link  to  Army  planning  in  a formal  sense  is  missing. 

5.  Organization  for  TASS  Management.  The  various  offices  involved 
in  TASS  management  are  not,  in  general,  set  up  only  for  executing  manage- 
ment responsibilities.  The  only  exception  is  the  Study  Management  Office 
within  the  Management  Directorate.  Others  often  conduct  studies  and  ful- 
fill other  analytic  roles  for  their  respective  heads.  Analytic  reuource 
data  (i.e.,  people  count)  acquired  for  this  "Review  of  Army  Analysis" 
tracked  primarily  study  doers  and  did  net  map  spaces  to  management  directly. 
The  proposal  to  bring  together  all  TASS  management  except  for  Btudy 
coordinators  in  a single  cell  at  HQDA  level  can  be  supported  by  resources 
"freed"  in  the  consolidation. 

a.  Exact  numbers  can  be  debated.  Recent  counts  by  the  Techni- 
cal Advisors  Office,  ODCSOPS  resulted  in  26  analysts  being  attributed  to 
HODA — doers  of  studies.  Examination  of  organization  charts  and  data  from 
studies  anc  analysis  questionnaires  indicates  that  approximately  146 
spaces  are  performing  either  an  analysis  function  (in  the  context  of 

the  working  definition  for  this  review)  or  are  involved,  at  least  part- 
time,  in  performing  one  or  more  of  the  management  functions. 

b.  Figure  B-l  shows  the  spaces  which  are  believed  to  be  the 
minimum  base  from  which  TASS  management  proposals  can  be  staffed — with 
no  increase  in  current  manpower  levels  at  HQDA.  The  "freed"  spaces 
indicate  an  estimate  of  those  resources  which  currently  are  responsible 
for  or  are  involved  in  some  facet  of  study  system  management.  For 
example,  all  of  the  Study  Management  Office  Is  freed  since  all  of  their 


F-38 


current  functions  are  rolled  up  in  the  proposed  cell.  The  cell  would  else 
perform  the  ODCSQPS  current  management  responsibilities  in  the  areas  of 
strategic  studies,  models,  and  career  development.  Similar  rationale  is 
used  for  the  other  elements.  (QDUSA(QR)  is  discuosed  at  Tab  C.)  Acceptance 
of  the  proposal  to  establish  the  S&A  management  cell  will  necessitate 
decisions  as  to  actual  sources  of  spaces.  ESC  has  only  identified 
possible  sources.  The  Director  of  Manageme.-.t  must  make  these  decisions. 

It  is  not  our  intent  to  arbitrarily  suggest  cuts  in  strength— full 
consideration  must  be  given  to  legitimate  functions  of  the  various 
candidate  offices  that  are  not  related  to  study  system  management. 


POSSIBLE  SOURCES  OF  SPACES  TO  BUILD 
OR/S&A  MANAGEMENT  CELL 


Office 

Analyst/ 
Hat 

"Freed" 

ODUSA(OR) 

7 

7 

DACS (DMO) 

3 

3 

ODCSOPS 

Technical  Advisory  Office 

7 

2 

Army  Initiatives  Group 

3 

3 

Strategy,  Plana,  Policy  Div 

7 

1 

ODCSRDA 

Systems  Review  & Analysis  Gfc 

15 

2 

OCA 

Cost  Analysis 

46 

— 

PAS.E 

47 

— 

ODCSLQG  (LEA  (LSSG)  Executed) 

6 

1 

ODCSPER 

Research  Office 

5 

J, 

Total 

146 

20 

Figure  B~X 


c,  Other  portions  of  this  "Review  of  Artsy  Analysis'*  are  likely 
to  propose  actions  vhidh  could  increase  the  size  of  the  "staffing  pool." 
Tha  nature  of  the  preferred  alternative  for  other  eubatudiea  and  their 
implications  ate  unknown. 
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TAB  C 


SPECIAL  TOPIC-PAST,  PRESENT,  AND  FUTURE  OF  ODUSA(OR) 


1.  During  the  1960s,  S&A  had  the  benefit  of  high  visibility  through- 
out DOD.  The  establishment  of  the  OSD  Systems  Analysis  Office  contributed 
much  to  that  visibility.  At  that  time,  the  Army’s  in-house  S&A  resources 
were  much  fewer  than  today;  most  Army  S&A  activity  was  performed  on 
contract.  Some  study  execution  became  centralized  within  DA  Staff  in 

the  OAVCSA.  That  office  also  achieved  a limited  degree  of  centralization 
of  some  management  functions  over  S&A.  In  1968  the  post  of  DUSA(OR)  was 
established.  The  responsibilities  of  the  DUSA(OR)  included  establishing 
policy  guidance  and  monitoring  operations  research  activities  within  the 
US  Army:  initiating,  conducting,  reviewing,  and  monitoring  studies  and 
analytical  reports  which  lead  to  judgments  and  justifications  of  Army 
requirements  and  programs.  The  DUSA(OR)  and  AVCSA  involvement  in  S&A 
activity  provided,  in  par  . Army  counterbalance  to  OSD(SA). 

2.  During  the  early  1970s,  the  trend  toward  centralized  S&A  execu- 
tion and  management  reversed.  Increased  emphasis  vsb  placed  on  performance 
and  management  of  S&A  at  the  lowest  possible  level.  The  OSD(SA)  and  AVCSA 
were  disestablished.  The  MACOMs,  and  especially  TRADOC,  were  asked  to 
take  on  Increased  S&A  responsibilities.  Despite  these  major  changes  in 
S&A  organizations  and  management  philosophy,  the  ODUSA(OR)  remained 
essentially  unchanged.  It  continued  to  perform  functions  similar  to 
those  it  had  performed  in  the  past.  Extracts  from  key  governing  state- 
ments and  regulations  are  reproduced  as  Figures  C-l  through  C-4. 

3.  Major  environmental  changes  external  to  ODUSA(OR)  and  essentially 
no  changes  internal  to  ODUSA(OR)  prompt  one  to  ask  several  questions.  For 
example,  should  the  ODUSA(QR)  be  changed  to  more  closely  conform  to  the 
external  changes  that  have  occurred?  Should  certain  functions  now  per- 
formed by  ODUSA(OR)  be  transferred  to  other  offices  and  the  ODUSA(OR) 
charter  modified  accordingly?  Or,  should  all  functions  the  ODUSA(OR)  now 
performs  be  transferred  to  other  offices  and  the  CDUSA(OR)  be  disestab- 
lished? 


4.  When  viewed  In  isolation,  the  ODUSA(GR)  appears  to  be  performing 
desirable,  useful,  and  necessary  functions.  A a part  of  a larger  DA  Staff/ 
OSD  organization,  however,  the  ODUSA(OR)  appears  to  be  both  an  englma  and 
an  anachronism,  It  appears  to  be  performing  some  functions  that  should 
probably  not  b*  performed  at  all  aud  other  functions  that  should  more 
logically  be  performed  by  others.  For  example,  detailed  model  development 
and  data  generation  should  probably  not  be  performed  at  all  within  ODUSA 
(OR).  Also,  participation  as  members  of  an  almost  infinite  number  of 
SAGs  should  probably  be  left  to  representatives  from  subordinate  elements. 
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AUTHORITY  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  OF  THE  DUSA(OR) 
PER  GENERAL  ORDER  12,  30  JUNE  1978 


2.  Authority  of  the  Under  and  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  General 
Counsel,  The  Administrative  Assistant,  Deputy  Under  Secretaries  of  the 
Army,  Chief  of  Legislative  Liaison,  and  Chief  of  Public  Affairs.  Subject 
to  the  direction  and  control  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Array,  the  Under  Secretary 
of  the  Array,  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  General  Counsel,  The  Adminis- 
trative Assistant,  Deputy  Under  Secretaries  of  the  Array,  Chief  of  Legislative 
Liaison,  and  Chief  of  Public  Affairs  are  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
act  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Array  within  their  respective  fields  of  responsibility 
as  set  forth  herein,  and  as  further  directed  by  the  Secretary.  This  authority 
extends  not  only  to  actions  within  the  Department  of  the  Array,  but  also  to 
relationships  and  transactions  with  the  Congress  and  other  governmental  and 
nongovernmental  organizations  and  individuals.  These  officials  are  responsible 
for  the  exercise  of  direction  and  supervision  over  matters  pertaining  to  {he 
formulation,  execution,  and  review  of  policies,  plans,  and  programs  within 
their  respective  functional  areas,  including  the  establishment  of  objectives  and 
appraisal  of  "performance,  Officers  of  the  Array  shall  report  to  the  Under 
Secretary  of  tne'  Army,  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Amy,  General  Counsel, 
The  Administrative  Assistant,  Deputy  Under  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Chief 
of  Legislative  Liaison,  and  Chief  of  Public  Affairs  regarding  matters  within 
their  respective  fields  of  responsibility  as  herein  assigned. 

lL  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Operations  Research).  The 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Amy  (Operations  Research)  is  hereby  assigned 
the  following  fields  of  responsibility : 

a.  The  Amy  Study  Program. 

b.  Policy  formulation  and  program  direction  of  operations  research/ 
systems  analysis  activities  related  to— 

(1)  Net  threat  and  technical  assessments. 

f2)  Army  jplans,  programs  and  budgets. 

(3)  Force  structure  requirements  and  readiness. 

P?)  Materiel  items  in  all  life-cycle  phases. 

(6)  Logistics. 

(0)  Tests  and  evaluation*,  and  field  experimentation  of  materiel  items, 
units,  and  forces. 

* Support  the  systems  acquisition  review  committees  ( ASARC/DSARC). 

j Stilling  of  Mission  Element  Need  Statements  (MENS)  in  the  Army 
‘ Secretariat  and  coordination  with  OSD. 

e.  Guide  the  Army  Officer  Operations  Research  Education  Program. 

f.  As  directed,  conduct  studies  and  analyses  in  support  of  the  Army. 
Secretariat 


Figure  C-l 
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THE  DUSA(OR)  PER  AR  10-5,  1 APRIL  1975 

2-13.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Operations  Research).  The  Deputy  Under  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  (Operations  Research)  is  re- 
sponsible for  the  formulation  of  policies  and 
recommendations  in  the  areas  of  operations  re- 
search and  systems  analysis,  and  for  the  Array 
Study  Program.  He  advises  on  all  significant  as- 
pects of— 

a.  Application  of  operations  research  to — 

(1)  Weapons  systems. 

(2)  Research  and  development. 

(8)  Test,  evaluation,  and  field  experimen- 
tation. 

(4)  Force  structuring. 

(5)  Logistics. 

(8)  Readiness. 

(7)  The  planning,  programing,  and  budget- 
ing cycle. 

(8)  Systems  acquisition  review  committees 
(ASARC/DSARC)  matters. 

(9)  Net  threat  and  technical  assessments. 

b.  The  Amy  Study  Program. 

Figure  C-2 

THE  DUS A (OR)  PER  "THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY,"  JANUARY  1977 

DEPUTY  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY 
(OPERATIONS  RESEARCH) 

The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  ( Operation!  Research)  is  assigned  the 
following  fields  of  responsibility:  * * 

The  Army  Study  Program. 

Policy  formulation  and  program  direction  of  ojteratioru  research /systems  analysis 
activities  related  to: 

Net  threat  and  technical  assessments. 

Army  plans,  programs,  and  budgets. 

Force  structure  requirements  and  readiness. 

Materiel  items  in  all  life-cycle  phases. 

Logistics. 

Test  and  evaluations,  and  field  experimentation  of  materiel  items,  units,  and 
forces. 

Support  the  systems  acquisition  review  committees  (ASARC/DSARC). 

Guide  the  Army  Officer  O|>eraiions  Research  Education  Program. 

As  directed,  conduct  studies  and  analyses  in  support  of  the  Army  Secretariat 

c Figure  C-3 


RESPONSIBILITIES  OP  THE  DUSA(OR)  PER  AR  5-5,  15  APRIL  1978 


1-7.  Responsibilities,  ka . Secretary  of  the 
Army  (SA).  Secretary  of  the  Army  approval  is 
required  for  all  contract  studies  over  $200,000. 
The  authority  is  delegated  to  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  (Research,  Development  & 
Acquisition)  (ASA  (RDA))  for  RDTE  funded  ef- 
forts and  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Installations,  Logistics,  and  Financial  Manage- 
ment) (ASA  (IL&FM))  for  OMA  ftmded  efforts. 
Amendments  to  original  contracts  which  result 
in  a combined  total  cost  (original  contract  and 
amendment)  over  $200,000  will  be  treated  the 
same  as  contract  studies  with  an  initial  cost  over 
$200,000.  Contract  amendments  which  increase 
costs  of  contract  studies  which  were  approved  at 
OSA  level  will  also  be  submitted  for  OSA  ap- 
proval citing  the  original  RACS  and  providing 
additional  information  required  in  order  to  ob- 
tain  authorization  for  the  increased  funding. 

b.  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  for 
Operations  Research  (DUSA(OR)).  The  DU- 
SA(OK)  is  responsible  to  the  SA  for  the  Army 
Study  System. 


Figure  C~4 
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5.  The  decentralization  of  S&A  activities  and  the  simultaneous 
reduction  of  S&A  management  capabilities  within  DA  Staff  during  the  early 
19708  caused  the  ODUSA(OR)  to  become  more  intimately  involved  in  the 
study  program.  Rather  than  performing  the  more  general  overwatch  or  mon- 
itorship  function  for  which  it  was  established,  the  ODUSA(OR)  became  more 
and  more  involved  in  the  details  of  the  study  program.  As  a consequence, 
the  ODUSA(OR)  is  not  only  performing  the  functions  it  was  established  to 
perform,  but  is  also  filling  the  void  left  by  the  disestablishment  of  S&A 
management  capability  within  DA  Staff.  As  such,  the  ODUSA(OR)  not  only 
deals  with  elements  at  DA  Staff  on  general  S&A  matters  but  is  also  fre- 
quently involved  in  the  details  of  individual  studies  at  the  WACOM  and 
FOA  level. 

6.  Although  the  ODUSA(OR)  has  very  substantial  S&A  responsibilities, 
execution  of  those  responsibilities  must  be  done  on  a very  selective  basis. 
The  ODUSA(OR) , among  other  things,  is  assigned  responsibility  for  the 
study  program.  (As  many  agree,  study  activity  including  study  program 
management  should  be  mainstream  to  the  Army  decisionmaking  processes 

that  studies  support.  However,  the  ODUSA(OR)  is  not  mainstream  in  the 
sense  of  PPBS  and  the  decisionmaking  that  characterizes  the  Staff  side  of 
the  house.  Hence,  the  study  system  responsibility  of  the  DUSA(OR)  appears 
to  be  misplaced.)  Implicit  in  that  responsibility  is  the  need  to  plan, 
coordinate,  and  direct  the  Army  study  effort.  Handicapped  by  a relatively 
small  staff  and  distant  organizational  location,  the  ODUSA(OR)  is  not  able 
to  perform  those  functions  very  well.  As  a compromise,  the  ODUSA(OR) 
reviews,  evaluates,  and  sometimes  participates  in  the  more  critical  stud- 
ies on  a selective  basis.  Many  times  this  involvement  begins  too  late  to 
alter  the  direction  or  success  of  the  study.  Thus,  the  ODUSA(OR)  partici- 
pation/involvement/direction/mauagement  of  the  study  program  is  often 
viewed  as  reactive  rather  than  preconceived. 

7.  One  informal  function  the  DU8A(0R)  is  credited  with  performing 
is  that  of  overwatching  study  technical  matters  and  advising  the  SA  on 
operations  research  or  S&A-related  matters.  It  is  not  at  all  clear  why 
operations  research  or  the  S&A  activities  are  so  uniquely  important  as 
to  require  a DUSA.  For  example,  why  not  a DUSA  for  economics,  medicine, 
training,  or  doctrine?  Nevertheless,  it  does  seem  that  some  sort  of 
technical  overwatch  (providing  limited  analytical  capability  and  capacity) 
on  behalf  of  the  SA  is  appropriate,  although  at  other  than  Deputy  Under 
Secretary  level  and  with  some  less  restrictive,  more  descriptive  title 
than  '‘OR." 


8.  The  DUSA(OR)  has  also  been  informally  referred  to  as  the  SA'a 
DCSOPS.  In  addition  to  his  studies  and  analyses  responsibilities,  the 
DUSA (OR)  has  been  credited  with  also  being  the  SA’s  principal  advisor  on 
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Army  plana  and  operations.  Some  people  suggest  that  even  if  the  studies 
and  analyses  responsibilities  are  removed  from  the  Secretariat  level,  a 
DUSA  might  still  be  acquired.  That  office  would  simply  be  retitled 
DUS A (Operations) . 

9.  The  division  of  managerial  responsibilities  between  the  SA  and 
the  CSA  is  not  in  sync  with  the  above  viewpoint,  however.  There  are 
certain  responsibilities  assigned  to  the  SA  without  further  delegation  to 
the  CSA.  Examples  include  such  matters  as  civil  law  and  civil  works. 

There  are  other  matters  for  which  the  CSA  has  direct  responsibility. 
Examples  include  plans  and  operations  in  support  of  the  unified  and 
specified  commands.  On  these  matters,  the  CSA  has  direct  responsibility 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  A remnant 
DUSA(OR)  organization  with  "DCSOPS "-related  advisory  responsibilities 

is  therefore  inconsistent  with  the  SA's  responsibilities.  Thus,  there 
appears  to  be  no  overriding  need  for  the  retention  of  ODUSA(OR) . 

10.  If  the  new  S&A  management  organization  proposed  in  this  report 
is  adopted,  what  role  should  the  DUSA(OR)  play  in  that  organization?  The 
answer  is  probably  none.  This  report  recommends  the  transfer  of  all 
formally  assigned  S&A  management  responsibilities  from  DUSA(OR)  to  the 
new  S&A  management  cell.  Except  for  any  informal/unwritten  functions 

the  ODUSA(OR)  might  perform,  that  office  could  probably  be  disestablished. 
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RELATED  TOPICS 


1.  Introduction.  During  the  mainstream  analysis  of  Secretariat /HQDA 
OR/S&A  management,  many  related  topics  surfaced.  The  team  felt  that  its 
ideas  on  matters  perhaps  only  loosely  related  to  the  assigned  task  are 
relevant  to  the  general  subject,  "Review  of  Army  Analysis,"  This  tab 
collects  in  one  place  the  "extra"  topics  and  thoughts.  Few  people  will 
have  the  time,  need,  or  interest  to  read  this  entire  tab.  However,  every- 
one in  and  around  study  program  management  should  consider  the  first  topic 
carefully — "The  Other  Extreme."  If  the  shoe  fits,,.,. 

Otherwise,  the  topics  are  not  presented  in  any  special  order. 

2.  The  Other  Extreme.  At  one  point  in  the  management  analysis  of 
OR/S&A,  the  team  noted  that  it  had  a clearer  understanding  of  how  not 
to  manage  a study  program  than  how  to  do  it  correctly.  This  revelation 
led  to  the  listing  of  the  "Seven  Deadly  Sins  of  Study  Program  Management," 
These  are  shown  in  Figure  D-l.  There  is  a message  there,  and  it  is  not 

a facetious  one.  The  outwardly  negative  statement  of  Figure  D-l  proves 
to  be  a remarkably  sharp  template  for  checking  one's  own  attitudes  and 
any  proposed  study  management  alternative. 

3.  Giving  Army  Objectives  Setters  and  Planners  a Helping  Hand, 

a.  But  what  if  those  now  given  responsibility  for  setting  Army 
objectives  and  planning  transfer  to  the  OR/S&A  management  cell  less  than 
the  cell  needs  to  plan  a great  study  program?  The  study  program  cannot 
be  better  than  stated  Army  objectives  and  plans. 

b.  The  study  community  must  scrupulously  avoid  setting  or 
appearing  to  set  Army  objectives.  However,  the  community,  if  it  is  as 
bright  as  alleged,  can  help.  The  help  should  not  come  from  within  the 
study  program  management  cell.  Such  helping  would  put  part  of  the  cell 
in  the  forbidden  role  of  doing  studios. , .studies  on  generating  objectives 
and  planning  alternatives.  However,  the  helpers  should  not  be  located 

so  far  down  the  study  chain  as  to  be  liable  to  charges  of  (parent) 
institutional  prejudice.  If  "objectives  setting"  becomes  a problem, 
the  team)  (going  beyond  its  given  charter)  suggests  serious  consideration 
be  given  to  creation  of  a small  agency  reporting  to  the  cell  but  working 
closely  with  the  major  elements  (e.g.,  Strategic  Planning  Committee) 
shown  in  Figure  3 of  the  Main  Paper.  Spaces  for  such  an  agency  could 
be  drawn  from  supposed  strategy-oriented  elements  or  agencies  now  lodged 
too  far  down  in  Army  structure. 


F-46 


THE  SEVEN  DEADLY  SINS  OF  STUDY  PROGRAM  MANAGEMENT 


. Put  study-doing  and  study  management  responsibility  together  in  the 
same  element.  Human  analysts  will  inevitably  gravitate  from  managing 
into  doing  studies,  thereby  soon  achieving  minimum  management.  (Non- 
human analysts  have  not  been  tested. , .yet,  they  may  be  the  next  to  be 
given  study  management  responsibility.) 

. Put  the  focus  of  total  program  so  low  organizationally  that  no  one  that 
matters  can  see  it. 

. Split  management  functions  among  enough  elements  that  no  one  will  know 
what  anyone  else  ia  doing  or  is  supposed  to  be  doing.  Everyone  will 
then  have  the  guaranteed  excuse:  “that  is  not  my  job." 

. Never  tell  OSD,  OMB,  or  Congress  the  same  thing.  Never  tell  anyone  the 
same  thing  twice.  Change  definitions  and  estimates  as  often  as  possi- 
ble. Make  estimates  jump  back  and  forth  so  that  no  one  may  perceive 
a trend. 

, Completely  decouple  study  planning  and  execution  from  Array  objectives 
and  long-range  plauning.  That  way  anyone  can  do  his  own  thing  in  his 
own  time  without  friction. 

. Never  evaluate  the  entire  study  program.  It  is  too  difficult  anyway. 

But  if  you  must  evaluate,  you  have  a choice. 

. You  can  evaluate  a few  individual  studies  and  pretend  you  have 
evaluated  the  program. 

. You  can  evaluate  the  entire  program  without  reference  to  the  purpose 
of  that  program.  Chances  are  that  no  one  will  notice,  now  can  they 
if  they  don’t  know  the  purpose  eithert 

. Encourage  the  notion  that  some  kinds  of  analysis  are  vastly  superior  to 
others  and  pump  that  idea  into  the  belief  that  certain  kinds  of  analysts 
are  vastly  superior.  Promote  unbridgeable  splits  among  hard  and  soft, 
military  and  civilian,  operational  and  policy  analysts.  Demolish  all 
thought  that  cooperative,  interdisciplinary  approaches  are  ever  needed. 
Print  posters  suggesting  that  the  generalists  know  nothing  about  every- 
thing and  that  the  speciaJists  know  everything  about  nothing.  Never 
permit  generalists  and  specialists  to  get  together  except  to  fight. 


Figure  D-l 
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4. 


Some  Philosophy. 


a.  Partly  as  the  result  of  threat  developments  and  partly  as 
the  result  of  increased  costs  of  almost  everything  the  Army  uses,  every- 
one (?)  agrees  that  the  Army  faces  tougher  decisions.  The  OR/S&A  com- 
munity accepts  as  a matter  of  faith  that  studies  and  analyses  are  much 
needed  at  such  times  to  help  clarify  issues,  answer  questions,  and  pro- 
vide bases  for  decisions.  Others  look  longingly  at  the  OR/S&A  resources 
as  a possible  source  of  savings  by  the  outright  reduction  of  those  very 
resources.  The  challenge  is  for  the  OR/S&A  community  to  serve  the  Army 
well  and  make  that  performance  known... to  better  justify  its  own  exis- 
tence and  expense.  The  available  evidence  demonstrates  that  much  OR/S&A 
has  been  done  well,  some  things  could  have  been  done  better,  and  the 
activity  is  often  misunderstood  inside  and  outside  the  community. 

b.  Critics  inside  and  outside  the  Army  OR/S&A  community  allege 
that  the  community  suffers  a number  of  weaknesses,  some  minor  and  some 
major.  Some  criticisms  have  persisted  for  so  long  without  convincing 
replies  that  a few  people  probably  now  believe  that  the  underlying  prob- 
lems are  not  correctible.  There  may  be  and  probably  are  some  unavoidable 
faults.  However,  a much  more  positive  approach  is  tu  lay  known  weaknesses 
at  OR/S&A  management's  doorstep  and  declare  them  OR/S&A  management  problems 
It  is  then  for  OR/S&A  management,  with  advice  from  many  sources,  to  deter- 
mine whether  more  or  less  management  ia  needed  and  at  what  levels.,, and 
also  to  determine  whether  one-time  and/or  continuing  actions  are  neces- 
sary for  the  study  program  to  become  and  then  continue  to  be  more  effec- 
tive, 


c.  Some  alleged  weaknesses  almost  certainly  extend  beyond  the 
OR/S&A  community  itself.  Short  of  becoming  or  seeming  arrogant,  OR/S&A 
management  must  work  to  see  that  some  changes  also  occur  outside  the 
OR/S&A  community.  Before  that,  however,  it  is  appropriate  for  OR/S&A  to 
do  much  more  to  aaaure  others  that  it's  own  house  is  or  is  being  put  in 
order. 


d.  The  OR/S&A  community  itself  now  faces  tough  decisions: 
whether  to  devote  a larger  portion  of  its  own  resources  to  study  exe- 
cution, to  middle  management  of  studies,  or  to  high-level  management 
of  studies.  Can  more  managers  or  more  performers  of  studies  make  the 
greater  contribution  within  a community  of  fixed  or  reduced  size? 

e.  The  assigned  task  was  to  consider  OR/S&A  management  at 
Secrctariat/RQDA  level,  high  up  the  OR/S&A  chain.  The  task  ia  neces- 
sarily related  to  other,  brooder  questions  of  management  of  Army-vide 
OR/S&A  and  related  study-like  activities.  Is  there  too  much  or  too 
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little  management?  Is  management  applied  at  the  right  level  and  right 
time?  Is  it  applied  at  too  many  or  too  few  levels?  Are  one-time  fixes 
or  continuing  actions  needed? 

f.  By  design  the  Army's  total  OR/S&A  and  other  study-like 
resources  are  largely  decentralized  and  subject  to  little  central,  high- 
level  management.  Even  within  Secretariat/HQDA,  the  limited  OR/S&A 
resources  are  spread  among  many  elements  and  are  subject  to  little 
central  management.  OR/S&A  practitioners  have  long  argued  that  indepen- 
dence, objectivity,  and  creativity  are  essential  to  quality  OR/S&A  and 
that  over-management  soon  erodes  such  attributes.  By  various  defini- 
tions, the  OR/S&A  community  consists  of  from  2,000  to  5,000  persons. 

To  be  sure,  these  people  are  subject  to  first-line  and  middle  manage- 
ment. However,  it  is  almost  certainly  too  much  to  expect  that  several 
thousand  analysts  can  spontaneously  pursue  a program  balanced  across  the 
Army's  short  and  longer  term  objectives,  between  study  execution  and 
methods  development,  and  between  reliance  on  "old  data"  and  generation 
of  "new  data." 

5.  The  Five  Commandments. 

a.  The  focus  of  the  assigned  task  Is  management  of  the  study 
program,  not  the  performance  of  individual  studies. 

b.  Management  of  the  study  program  is  considered  in  the  context 
of  the  usual  classic  functions  of  management:  planning,  organising, 
staffing,  directing,  controlling,  and  evaluating.  In  answer  to  the 
question  of  whether  too  much  or  too  little  of  these  functions  is 
applied  at  Secretariat t/HQDA  level,  the  team  found. 

(1)  Planning.  The  planning  function  is  relatively  weak. 

The  study  program  is  not  linked  to  Army  objectives  and  long-range  plan- 
ning well  enough,  nor  is  the  program  linked  to  the  Army  decision  pro- 
cess well  o«r^6h. 

(2)  Organizing  aud  staffing.  Given  the  Artsy's  decision 
years  ago  to  decentralize  most  study  resources,  Secretarlat/HQDA  OR/S&A 
management  was  loft  little  continuing  role  in  organizing  and  staffing 
community-wide.  The  Secretariat/HQDA,  of  course,  reserved  its  right 

to  intervene  again  at  some  later  time  if  necessary. 

(3)  Directing  and  controlling  “ executing.  (Here  "execute" 
is  taken  to  mean  "execute  the  program,"  not  "do  studies.")  Program  exe- 
cution is  incomplete,  sound  in  some  respects,  but  weak  in  others.  Program 
definition  is  too  uarrov;  hence,  administration  within  the  too  narrow 
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definition  is  also  incomplete,  Reporting  upwards  does  not  give  full 
visibility  nor  convey  a sense  of  progrrn  direction.  Meaningful  standards 
for  models  and  methods  do  not  exist.  If  the  standards  did  exist,  too 
many  methods  and  models  would  rank  substandard.  No  one  has  conferred 
enough  sense  of  belonging  to  enough  of  the  QR/S&A  community.  The  human 
resources  of  OR/S&A  need  more  constructive  attention, 

(.3)  Evaluating.  Program  evaluation  is  weak.  In  part  the 
weakness  is  due  to  the  too  narrow  definition  of  "studies."  In  part  there 
has  been  a tendency  to  suppose  that  limited  evaluation  of  some  individual 
studies  provided  sufficient  program  evaluation.  High  marks  for  individual 
studies  may  be  necessary  for  a good  program,  but  they  are  not  sufficient 
in  the  total  program  sense.  Another  difficulty  in  evaluation  has  been 
the  tendency  to  underplay  the  purpose  of  the  study  program;  evaluation 
makes  sense  only  in  relation  to  purpose. 

c.  The  task  team  finds  fault  with  management  of  the  study  pro- 
gram. Some  needed  management  functions  have  not  been  assigned  to  anyone. 
Assigned  functions  have  been  split.  And  perhapa  worse,  some  management 
functions  have  been  assigned  to  those  with  atudy-perforraing  responsibil- 
ities, This  double-duty  responsibility  may  be  the  moat  fatal  flaw  of 
all.  Whenever  given  a chance,  a study  program  manager  lapses  into  the 
possibly  easier,  possibly  more  enjoyable  role  of  study  doer. 

(1)  Hence,  the  first  commandment  of  study  program  management 

should  be ... . 

- KEEP  STUDY  PROGRAM  MANAGEMENT  AND  STUDY-DOING 

PERMANENTLY  SEPARATED. 

U)  Second  commandment  should  be,,., 

ASSURE  PROGRAM  VISIBILITY  AND  SENSE  OP  DIRECTION 
TO  OSD,  OMB,  AND  CONGRESS . 

<3)  Third  commandment  should  be..-. 

COUPLE  STUDY  PROGRAM  PLANNING  AND  EXECUTION  TO 
ARHY  OBJECTIVES  AND  LONG-RANGE  PLANNING  AND  TO 
THE  ARMY  DECISIONMAKING  (PPBS)  PROCESS. 

(4)  Fourth  commandment .... 

EVALUATE  THE  PROGRAM  IN  A TOTAL  PROGRAM  SENSE... 

IN  RELATION  TO  PROGRAM  PURPOSE. 


(5) 


Fifth  commandment.... 


MINIMIZE  COUNTERPRODUCTIVE  SCHISMS  IN  THE  OR/S&A 
COMMUNITY.  DEVELOP  A BROADER,  EQUITABLE  DEFINITION 
OF  STUDY.  DEVELOP  A BROAD  EQUITABLE  DEFINITION  OF 
ANALYST  AND  PROMOTE  PROFESSIONALISM  AND  CAREERISM 
IN  STUDIES  AND  ANALYSIS. 

6.  Army  Objectives, ..Then  What? 

a.  If  Army  objectives  setting  were  done  well,  then  a practical 
interface  to  the  OR/S&A  community  might  have  to  do  no  more  than  translate 
those  objectives  to  define  corresponding  parts  of  the  study  program. 

But,  most  people  inside  and  outside  the  OR/S&A  community  agree  that  now 
more  than  a translator  is  needed  because  some  Army  objective  seems  to  be 
missing  or  poorly  stated.  Such  observations  produce  few  friends  and 
less  cooperation. 

b.  The  OR/S&A  idealist  will  argue  that  OR/S&A  management  need 
never  become  much  more  involved  than  this.  Analysts  are  usually  so  con- 
vinced  of  their  own  competence,  motivation,  and  objectivity  that  they 
believe  that  they  will  march  ahead  efficiently  to  solve  problems  simply 
because  they  are  there.  How  these  delusions  of  adequacy  persist  in  the 
face  of  history  is  bewildering.  Not  all  problems  are  equally  important, 
Left  alone  too  many  analysts  will  work  on  what  interests  them  apart  from 
importance  to  the  Army.  Typically  more  analysts  than  necessary  will  work 
on  some  problems,  and  they  will  work  longer  than  the  time  necessary  or 
available.  And  for  some,  working  on  a problem  is  sufficient;  actually 
solving  it  is  only  secondary. 

c.  Although  many  analysts  take  pride  in  being  problem-oriented, 
remarkably  many  analysts  seem  much  sore  involved  in  methods  development 
than  in  problem  solving.  Certainly  Che  available  methods  leave  much  to 
be  desired.  But  there  is  little  evidence  of  a coordinated  methods  devel- 
opment program.  Methods  and  models  are  redeveloped  and  rediscovered 
with  little  attention  to  compatibility  with  other  methods  and  models  or 
with  available  data... and  with  Htfcla  ad'-anca  of  riu» 

of  study.  The  rules  of  evidence  to  be  applied  in  matters  of  choice  are 
too  often  abused  or  simply  ignored.  No  one  Should  claim  that  the  conduct 
of  conscientious  OR/S&A  can  ever  be  easy.  Indeed,  a useful  character- 
ization of  OR/S&A  might  be  that  it  is  the  art  and  science  of  making  do 
with  largely  insufficient  evidence.  (Many  managers  and  decisionmakers 
might  characterise  decisionmaking  in  the  same  way.)  The  OR  practitioners 
often  claim  to  represent  the  more  scientific  part  of  the  community;  they 
too  often  look  with  disdain  on  other  kinds  of  analysts. 
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d.  Analysts  may  not  like  to  admit  it,  but  they  are  people  too 
and  need  some  degree  of  management.  The  Array's  commitment  to  extensive 
decentralization  of  so  many  functions  has  placed  a heavy  burden  on  middle 
and  lower  echelon  OR/S&A  management,  Army  objectives  have  not  been 
stated  or  translated  well  enough  for  the  lower  levels  of  management  and 
the  analysts  to  cover  questions,  issues,  and  problems  In  an  orderly,  timely 
fashion  matched  to  even  broad  priorities.  And  unfortunately  the  quite 
limited  amounts  of  study  duplication  and  repetition  have  tended  to  dis- 
tract attention  from  the  more  serious  matters  of  "underlap."  Some  func- 
tions do  not  get  sufficient  attention.  But  more  importantly,  no  con- 
sistent mechanism  exists  for  identifying  and  addressing  interfunctional 
problems . 


e.  The  S&A  system,  though,  is  unusual  among  Army  activities. 
Historically  and  currently  it  is  among  the  least  centrally  managed  of 
the  Army's  many  activities.  Just  why  this  is  so  is  not  clear.  Analysts 
dislike  being  closely  managed.  Some  claim  that  close  management  gains 
less  overall  than  it  loses  through  suppression  of  creativity.  Occasionally 
an  argument  surfaces  to  the  effect  that  analysts  as  scientists  need  only 
be  turned  loose  on  a problem  and  they  will  manage  themselves j hence,  one 
assumption  is  that  S&A  need  not  be  managed  at  all.  An  equally  popular 
thesis  is  that  S&A  is  inherently  unmanageable*  hence,  efforts  at  S&A 
management  are  wasteful.  A variation  on  this  theme  is  that  S6A  is  manage- 
able in  theory  but  that  highest  level  S&A  managers  do  not  exist  and  are 
unproducible ! 

7 . Ad  Hoc  Study-like  Activities. 

a.  Not  all  studies  and  analyses  have  been  performed  by  the  full- 
time members  of  the  OR/S&A  community.  The  Army  often  convenes  special 
groups  to  address  special  questions,  issues,  or  problems.  The  report  of 
such  a group  is  often  described  as  a study  report.  Indeed,  inspection 
of  such  a report  often  reveals  that  the  producing  group  did  do  everything 
usually  considered  proper  in  study  and  analysis.  This  need  surprise  no 
one  if  the  group  included  OR/S&A  representatives.  Sometimes  an  ad  hoc 
group  contains  no  one  from  the  usually  understood  OR/S&A  community  and 
still  produces  a fine  study.  What,  if  anything,  does  the  latter  case 
prove?  Would  study  by  the  usual  study  community  have  fallen  short  in 
timing,  subject,  or  method?  Was  the  regular  OR/S&A  community,  as  large 
as  it  is , already  fully  booked?  Did  anyone  check  first  whether  the 
regular  community  was  capable  and  available’  Some  analysts  probably  feel 
insulted  whenever  they  are  left  out.  And  many  nonannlysts  feel  insulted 
whenever  they  are  examined  by  an  analyst,  just  as  the  OR/S&A  community 
would  feel  insulted  to  have  someone  else  conduct  a "Review  of  Army 
Analysis."  However,  there  are  many  just  reasons  for  having  nonanalyats 
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perform  some  studies  and  analyses.  It  is  an  American  tradition  to  allow 
a troubled  group  to  try  first  to  put  its  own  house  in  order. . .perhaps 
involving  some  self-study.  (There  may  already  be  an  OR/S&A  credibility 
gap.  Many  people  believe  that  the  OR/S&A  house  is  not  in  order.  They 
are  bemused  whenever  an  OR/S&A  resident  insists  that  he  knows  how  to 
put  everyone  else’s  house  in  order.  Remember  one  famous  description: 
an  analyst  is  someone  who  cannot  tie  his  own  shoe  laces  but  is  ready 
to  tell  everyone  else  how  to  run  the  world.  Of  course,  this  is  also 
often  alleged  to  have  been  said  of  management  scientists,  Congressman, 
consumer  protectionists,  etc.) 

b.  The  conscientious  analyst  suspects  that  each  question,  issue, 
and  problem  may  be  special  until  proven  otherwise.  Hence,  he  is  reluctant 
to  advise  a standard  approach  until  he  knows  that  a problem  is  standard. 
Likewise,  he  admits  to  the  need  for  special  approaches  to  special  problems. 
The  OR/S&A  community  should  go  only  as  far  as  to  insist  that  each  question, 
issue,  and  problem  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  management  for  consider- 
ation and  with  input  from  others  determine  who,  where,  when  and  how  to 
address  the  problem.  Sometimes  the  ad  hoc  approach  by  nonanalysts  will  be 
necessary  and  sufficient  although  any  analyst  finds  it  hard  tt  imagine 
that  he  has  no  useful  contribution  to  make. 

B.  How  Much  Can  A Cell  Do? 

a.  Everyone  agreed  that  members  of  the  cell  cannot  be  doers  of 
studies.  The  cell  must  manage  rather  than  do.  And  the  cell  must  manage 
in  the  total  program  sense,  not  in  the  individual  study  sense.  It  is 
clear  that  the  director  of  the  cell  must  possess  outstanding  management 
skills.  That  manager  must  also  possess  considerable  knowledge  of  study 
methods  and  subjects  studied.  Members  of  the  cell  must  present  enough 
information  about  subjects  and  methods  to  the  director  so  that  he  can 
make  correct  decisions  about  the  study  program  and  its  short-  and  long- 
range  impacts. 

b.  The  limits  of  what  can  be  achieved  through  study  and  analysis 
are  not  well  understood  and  are  sometimes  misrepresented.  The  claims  of 
what  has  been  achieved  and  what  can  be  achieved  are  too  often  exaggerated. 
The  claims  for  achievement  without  any  empirical  foundation  are  especially 
remarkable. 


c.  It  is  probably  too  much  to  expect  that  a small  HQDA  cell 
itself  would  possess  or  soon  develop  sufficient  wisdom  to  make  fundamental 
decisions  about  what  can  and  cannot  be  done,  about  how  much  accuracy  and 
precision  are  necessary  and  sufficient,  about  whether  to  devote  more  or 
less  effort  to  methods  development,  and  whether  to  rush  ahead  using  avail- 
able data  or  to  trigger  the  generation  and  collection  of  new  empirical 


data.  These  kinds  of  choices  are  important  and  difficult.  It  is  unlikely 
that  the  wisdom  of  a few  will  be  sufficient.  And  to  judge  from  the  past, 
the  wisdom  of  many  may  also  be  insufficient.  Nevertheless,  reliance  on 
the  wisdom  of  many  is  likely  to  be  more  popular  and  safer.  A management 
cell,  then,  should  find  a way  to  better  exploit  the  general  wisdom  and 
should  not  simply  Invoke  its  own  will.  A competent,  egoless  director 
must  convene  special  committees  and  councils  to  complement  formidable 
but  finite  in-cell  expertise  and  wisdom. 

9.  A Riddle. 

HQDA  S&A  Can  point  to  their  "re8ult8,,  but  not 

their  studies. 

Other  S&A  Can  point  to  their  studies  but  not 

their  results. 

If  indeed  the  most  senior  analysts  are  at  HQDA,  what  examples  do  they 
have  to  offer  of  their  methods  and  applications  in  a form  to  be  examined/ 
read/adopted  by  others?  Pacesetters  or  pacemakers? 
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1.  Department  of  Defense,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research 
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of  Studies  and  Analyses.  Washington,  D.  C.,  22  November  1976, 

2.  Department  of  the  Army,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Research,  Develop- 
ment,  and  Acquisition,  Systems  Review  and  Analysis  Office,  Memorandum 
for  Chairman,  Support  Group  on  Studies  and  Analysis,  Report  of  Func- 
tional Work  Group  on  Studies  and  Analysis.  Washington,  D.  C. 

22  August  1977. 

3.  Department  of  the  Army,  Headquarters,  AR  5-5,  The  Army  Study  Systems. 
Washington,  D.  C.,  5 July  197?  with  change  1 dated  15  April  1978, 

, AR  10-5,  Organizations  and  Functions,  Department  of  the 

Army.  Washington,  D.  C.,  1 April  1975, 
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30  June  1978. 
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The  Army  Study  System  (Bonesteel  Report),  Washington,  D.  C., 

18  Mayl9h4. 

7.  Department  of  the  Army,  Office  of  th©  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Operations  and  Plans,  Technical  Adviser,  Memorandum  for  Mr,  Vandiver, 
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D.  C. , 21  April  1978. 

8.  Department  of  the  Array,  US  Army  Engineer  Studies  Center  (formerly 
Engineer  Studies  Group),  Additional  insights  as  Supplement  to  Study: 
Results  and  Use  of  Array  Studies < Washington'  I).  C. , July  1976. 

, Study:  Results  and  Use  of  Array  Studies.  Washington, 

D.  C,,  August  19/6 , 

10.  Department  of  the  Amy,  US  Army  War  College,  Array  Command  and  Man- 
agement Theory  and  Practice— A Reference  Text  for  Depavtamnt  of 
Command  and  Management,  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania,  1978-79. 
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12.  Department  of  the  Array,  Headquarters , Chief  of  Staff  Regulations, 
10-series.  Washington,  D.  C, 

13.  Unofficial  Organization  Charts  and  Staff  Directives  for  Headquarters, 
Department  of  the  Army  Chiefs  and  Executives ; Office  of  the  Deputy 
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and  Evaluation  Directorate;  and  the  Office  of  the  Comptroller, 


APPENDIX  G 
BUDGET  STRATEGY 


G-l.  INTRODUCTION,  a.  Background 

(1)  The  95th  Congress  has  become  increasingly  critical  of 
the  Ariny's  management— indeed,  of  DOD's  management— of  the  Studies 
and  Analysis  Program.  In  general,  the  Congress  perceives  that 
Arn\y  use  of  contracts  amounts  to  another  aspect  of  the  double- 
dipping problem  by  providing  additional  money  to  retired  military 
officers  and  that  the  Arn\y  is  not  articulating  what  the  requested 
money  will  buy  and  how  the  results  will  be  used.  Specific  con- 
cerns expressed  in  the  1978  Report  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  (HAC)  and  reiterated  in  the  1979  report  are  summarized 
in  Table  G-l. 

(2)  The  HAC  made  a general  reduction  of  $10M  in  each  of  the 
Services  FY  79  O&M  accounts  for  contract  studies  and  analyses, 
management  support,  and  consultation  service.  The  1979  report 
further  states:* 

"The  Committee  expects  that  the  reduction  will  be  applied  to 
these  activities  . . . 

"If  the  Committee  finds  that  these  reductions  have  not  been 
applied  against  the  service  support  contract  efforts  and  studies 
and  analyses  and  management  support  efforts  In  particular,  the 
Committee  expects  to  make  direct  reductions  in  headqurters  staff- 
ing levels  in  the  future. 

"The  Committee  expects  that  future  budget  justifications  will 
include  detailed  lists  of  the  subjects  proposed  for  study  each 
budget  year. 

"The  Committee  expects  that  75  percent  of  the  studies  re- 
quested for  funding  will  be  definitized  and  that  no  more  than  25 
percent  of  the  money  will  be  available  for  studies  as  required," 


*US  Congress,  House  of  Representatives,  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions, "Department  of  Defense  Appropriation  Bill,  1979,"  HR  95-1398, 
p.  159. 


G-l 


Table  G-l.  Summary  of  Concerns  Expressed  by  95th  Congress  on 
Contract  Studies  and  Analysis* 


Congressional  Concern 


Item  Subject 

1 Total  Cost  "There  are  so  many  of  these  studies  of  vari 
ous  types  funded  in  the  DOD  budget  that  no 
one  even  has  an  accurate  estimate  of  the 
total  cost." 


2 Use  of  DDC  "Many  study  sponsors  do  not  interrogate  the 
system  to  learn  about  previous  efforts  al- 
ready paid  for  by  the  DOD," 


3 Contracting 
procedure 


"More  than  85  percent  of  the  DOD 
contract  studies  reviewed  by  the  investiga- 
tive staff  were  noncompetitive," 


4 Results  "Reliance  on  'unsolicited'  proposals  tends  to 
permit  contractors  ,,,  to  drive  a program  ... 
(and)  often  results  In  Inadequate  work  state- 
ments." 


"Many  of  these  studies  tend  to  be  self-per- 
petuating often  resulting  in  incomplete  ef- 
forts and  recommendations  for  further  study." 


b.  Purpose.  This  appendix  explores  alternatives  to  determine 
how  procedures  for  requesting*  justifying,  and  defending  funds  for 
Am\y  studies  and  analyses  can  be  improved. 

c.  Approach.  The  next  paragraph  describes  the  current  budget 
formulation  and  defense  process  giving  an  estimate  of  the  dollar 
magnitude  of  the  Army  Studies  and  Analysis  Program,  as  defined 
elsewhere  in  this  report,  and  points  out  weaknesses  in  the  current 
process.  Succeeding  paragraphs  analyze  Congressional  actions  on 
the  FY  79  studies  and  analysis  budget  request  and  define  and  dis- 
cuss some  alternative  approaches.  The  final  paragraph  presents 
conclusions. 


*US  Congress,  House  of  Representatives,  Conmittee  on  Appropria- 
tions, "Department  of  Defense  Appropriation  Bill,  1978"  HR-95-451, 
p.  135. 
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G-2.  THE  CURRENT  BUDGET  FORMULATION  AND  DEFENSE  PROCESS,  a. 
General ♦ Army  studies  and  analyses,  including  in-house  and  con- 
tract studies,  are  normally  funded  by  the  QMA,  MPA  and  RDTE  Appro- 
priations depending  on  which  appropriation  finances  the  organiza- 
tion responsible  for  the  study,  or  in  the  case  of  contract 
studies,  whether  or  not  the  study  supports  R&D  activities.  Excep- 
tions to  these  general  provisions  include:  1)  funding  is  author- 
ized from  the  procurement  appropriations  in  Instances  where  a sys- 
tem has  reached  the  procurement  stage  and  a study  directly  related 
to  a specific  item  of  equipment  being  procured  Is  required;  2) 

HQDA  contract  studies  related  to  R&D  activities  are  funded  by  a 
separate  program  element;  and  3)  TRADOC  contract  studies  related 
to  R&D  activities  other  than  support  of  user  testing  are  funded  by 
a separate  program  element.  Use  of  separate  program  elements  to 
fund  HQDA  and  TRADOC  contract  studies  related  to  R&D  activities 
appears  to  be  a carryover  from  previous  funding  arrangements  for 
studies  performed  by  Army-sponsored  Federal  Contract  Research 
Centers  (FCRC). 

b.  Description  of  the  Amy  Studies  and  Analysis  Program  by 
FYDP  Program  Element.  For  purposes  of  discussing  the  budget  for- 
mul at  ion  process,  it  is  necessary  to  first  define  the  program  In 
terms  of  FYDP  program  elements,  i.e.,  by  the  budget  activity  fund- 
ing the  program.  AR  37-100-79  and  CSR  11-5  were  used  as  source 
documents  for  this  purpose, 

(2)  Columns  1 and  2 of  Table  G-l-1  of  Annex  I show  program 
element  titles  including  the  financed  organization  or  activity 
grouped  by  major  categories  (e.g.,  HQDA  and  study  agencies)  and 
program  element  numbers,  respectively,  for  Army  study  and  analysis 
activities.  Of  the  31  program  elements  shown,  only  four  are  en- 
tirely studies  and  analysis  activities.  These  four  program  ele- 
ments are  further  identified  in  Table  G-2. 


Table  G-2.  Army  Studies  and  Analysis  Program  Elements 


Title 

Number 

Studies  and  Analyses 

65101A 

TRADQC  Studies  and  Analyses 

65102A 

Materiel  System  Analyses 

65706A 

Battlefield  System  Integration 

65713A 

(3)  The  projected  outlay  (funding  requested  minus  Congres- 
sional reductions  plus  customer  funding)  for  Army  Studies  and  Ana- 
lyses in  FY  79  is  estimated  at  $132. 6M,  representing  approximately 
five  percent  of  the  total  funding  for  the  32  program  elements 
identified  that  finance  studies  and  analysis  activities  (see  Col- 
umns 3,  4,  11,  12  and  13,  Table  G-I-l,  Annex  I).  This  outlay 
amount  differs  significantly  from  the  amount  furnished  Congress  as 
part  of  the  FY  79  budget  justification  (see  Annex  II). 

(4)  Funding  requested  by  appropriation  is  estimated  at 
$19. 5M,  $56. 6M  and  $66. 9M  for  MPA,  OMA  and  ROTE,  respectively. 

(See  Columns  5 to  7 and  13,  Table  G-I-l,  Annex  I),  Use  of  ROTE 
funding,  48  percent  of  the  FY  79  request,  Is  expected  to  decrease 
In  future  years  (see  Annex  III). 

(5)  Funding  requested  for  contract  studies  and  analyses  in  FY 
79  is  estimated  at  $35M,  representing  25  percent  of  the  total  re- 
quested. (See  Columns  4 and  9,  Table  6-1 -I,  Annex  I).  The  pro- 
jected outlay  for  contract  studies  and  analyses  is  significantly 
less— only  $16. 3M  or  12  percent— because  of  heavy  Congressional 
reductions  (see  Columns  9 and  11,  Table  G-I-l,  Annex  I). 

c.  POM  Development  and  Budget  Formulation 

(1)  Funds  for  Amy  studies  and  analyses  are  programed  and 
budgeted  for  as  part  of  the  normal  Amy  program  and  budget  pro- 
cess, i.e.,  requirements  are  presented,  defended  and  included  in 
successively  higher  echelon  program  and  budget  requests.  The  pro- 
cess does  not,  however,  currently  include  the  mechanisms  necessary 
to  generate  total  studies  and  analysis  resource  requirements.  In- 
deed, most  of  the  programing  and  budgeting  actions  specifically 
related  to  studies  and  analyses  are  directed  toward  the  Army 
studies  and  analysis  lines  of  the  ROTE  appropriation  identified  In 
Table  G-2, 
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(2)  MACOM  and  other  activities  submitting  COBE  to  HQDA  are 
required  by  AR  5-5  to  include  a special  analysis  of  proposed  study 
programs  covering  in-house  and  contract  studies.  Information  re- 
quired on  the  former  includes  PMY  of  study  effort  while  informa- 
tion on  the  latter  includes  estimated  costs  by  appropriation. 

There  is  no  requirement  for  a list  of  subjects  proposed  for  study 
or  a tabulation  of  resources  committed  to  studies  and  analyses  in 
terms  of  manpower  and  money.  In  view  of  the  Congressional  con- 
cerns quoted  in  Table  6-1,  the  AR  5-5  requirement  is  incomplete. 
Further,  it  has  not.  been  effectively  implemented.  It  was  not  in- 
cluded, for  instance,  in  the  instructions  for  preparation  and  sub- 
mission of  the  FY  79/80  COBE  distributed  to  the  field  in  February 
1978.* 

(3)  At  HQDA,  the  Study  Management  Office  (SMO)  provides  in- 
formation on  approved  contract  studies  to  program  directors  for 
use  in  POM  development  and  budget  formulation. 

d*  Budget  Justification  Material 

(1)  DOOM  7110-I-M  requires  the  preparation  and  submission  of 
a special  exhibit  as  part  of  the  budget  justification  back-up  data 
with  the  30  September  budget  submissions  (see  Annex  IV).  This  is 

a relatively  new  requirement  having  been  effected  with  the  FY  79 
budget  submission  as  a result  of  a 1977  Congressional  mandate. 

The  Army's  efforts  at  preparation  of  this  exhibit  have  thus  far 
been  off-line  and  apart  from  the  budgeting  process.  In  other 
words,  instead  of  requiring  sufficient  data  to  accompany  the  COBE, 
ti»e  S??0  has  prepared  the  exhibit  based  on  separate  MACOM  and  Staff 
Agency  inputs. 

(2)  Appropriation  Directors  submit  justification  materials 
to  Congress  generally  to  program  element  level  of  detaii.  For  in- 
stance, Congressional  Descriptive  Summaries  are  submitted  for  each 
program  element  of  the  ROTE  request.  In  that  there  are  only  four 
explicit  studies  and  analysis  program  elements,  specific  studies 
and  analysis  justification  material  lias  been  limited. 

*3)  Other  justification  materials  have  not  been  consistent. 
Volume  I of  the  QHA  Justification  Book  for  the  FY  79  estimates, 
for  instance,  while  showing  the  $5N  reduction  Imposed  for  Contract 
Studies  and  Analyses  during  FY  78,  indicated  Increases  for  other 


♦OACA-OUS  Letter,  28  Feb  78,  Subject;  FY  1979/80  Cocmand  Oper- 
ating Budget  Estimate  (COBE),  RCS  CSCAB-205. 
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studies  totaling  more  than  $10M.  The  report  to  the  Armed  Ser- 
vices Committees,  referenced  in  Annex  II,  contained  a detailed 
list  of  subjects  proposed  for  study  whose  cost  exceeded  the  amount 
reported  elsewhere  in  the  report. 

e.  Defense  of  the  Budget  Request.  Special  appearances  by  Arn\y 
representatives  before  the  Congressional  committees  to  defend  the 
studies  and  analysis  request  were  not  routinely  made  prior  to  de- 
fense of  the  FY  79  budget  request.  In  prior  years,  then,  defense 
of  studies  and  analysis  requests  was  limited  to  the  four  explicit 
program  elements  in  the  RDTE  request. 

G-3.  ANALYSIS  OF  CONGRESSIONAL  ACTIONS  ON  THE  FY  78  AND  FY  79 
STUDIES  AND  ANALYSIS  BUDGET  REQUESTS,  a.  Congressional  Reduc- 
tions in  Explicit  Studies  and  Analysis  Requests.  Table  G-3  shows 
Congressional  reductions  to  the  explicit  studies  and  analysis  bud- 
get requests  for  FY  78  and  FY  79  by  appropriation  and  service. 

Note  the  magnitude  of  the  reductions  to  the  four  Army  ROTE  studies 
and  analysis  lines.  Detail  on  reductions  to  the  32  program  ele- 
ments that  finance  Army  studies  and  analyses  is  shown  in  Columns 
10  to  12  of  Table  G-I-l,  Annex  I,  Specific  reductions  were  made 
to  the  RDTE  program  elements  while  a general  reduction  was  made  in 
the  OSH  accounts.  The  four  explicit  RDTE  studies  and  analysis 
lines  are  as  identified  earlier  (see  Tabie  G-2). 

b.  Analysis  of  Reductions 

(1}  The  data  in  iable  G-3  may  be  misleading  if  interpreted 
as  representative  of  reductions  in  the  services  overall  studies 
and  analysis  programs.  The  different  services  have  differing  or- 
ganizations, work  programs  and  management  philosophies.  For  ex- 
ample, discussion  of  these  reductions  with  the  Navy  Study  Manage- 
ment Office  indicates  the  Navy  incurred  severe  reductions  in  other 
program  elements  that  finance  studies  and  analyses.  Such  is  not 
the  case  with  the  Army's  budget  request. 

(2)  The  data  in  Table  G-3  clearly  reflect  that  the  concerns 
of  the  HAC,  quoted  in  Table  G-l,  have  resulted  in  reductions  in 
funds  requested  for  contract  studies  and  analyses.  The  data  fur- 
ther indicate  better  justification  and  defense  of  the  explicit 
studies  and  analysis  program  elements  by  the  other  services. 


(3)  In  view  of  the  weakness  pointed  out  in  paragraph  G-2 
above,  analysis  of  the  reductions  leads  f.->  a realization  that  the 
Army  was  not  able  to  justify  ana  defend  the  FV  79  Studies  and 
Analysis  Program  because  it  did  not  develop  the  information  neces- 
sary to  do  so.  As  a result,  the  Army  has  tended  to  budget  at  a 
"level  of  effort"  for  contract  studies  "as  required."  One  reason 
for  this  deficiency-an  inability  to  definitize  and  prioritize 
subjects  to  be  studied--is  addressed  elsewhere  in  this  report. 
Others,  such  as  the  weaknesses  in  the  budgetary  process,  will  be 
discussed  under  analysis  of  alternatives  in  paragraph  G-5  of  this 
appendix. 

c.  Criteria  for  Improved  Studies  and  Analysis  Budget  Justifi- 
cation. Prior  to  listing  and  defining  the  alternatives,  some  cri- 
teria for  Improved  justification  material  are  apparent.  To  sat- 
isfy the  Congressional  concerns  and  to  Insure  detailed  information 
is  included  in  future  budget  justifications,  Army  studies  and 
analysis  budget  justification  materials  should  contain  the  follow- 
ing Information  for  the  previous,  current,  and  budget  years  (see 
Table  6-2  and  paragraph  S-la( 2)  above). 

(1)  Total  resource  requirements  in  terms  of  manpower  and 
money  by  program  element,  method  of  performance,  and  study  subject. 

(2)  For  proposed  studies,  whether  or  not  a document  search 
has  been  conducted  and  if  previous  studies  on  the  same  subject 
have  been  conducted,  why  another  study  is  necessary. 

(3)  For  contract  efforts,  whether  or  not  contract  was 
awarded  competiti vely  and,  if  not,  why  awarded  noncompetitively. 

(4}  How  results  from  previous/ proposed  studies  have  been 
used/wiil  be  used, 

6-4,  ALTERNATIVES.  Alternatives  to  improve  Army  studies  and 
analysis  budget  justification  and  defense  a?'e  listed  below.  The 
alternatives  explore  methods  to  correct  deficiencies  in  the  budget 
formulation  and  defense  process,  and  were  logically  developed  by 
consideration  of  such  variables  as  initiative,  adoption  of  crite- 
ria for  improved  justification,  budget  defense  posture,  budget 
justification  development  mechanics,  and  program  structure  and 
management.  See  Figure  6-1  for  the  logical  development  of  the  al- 
ternatives. 
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figure  G-l.  Us i cel  Ocvelcpbent  of  the  Alternatives 


a.  Alternative  A:  Status  Quo.  Do  not  take  proactive  Army  ac- 
tion to  improve  justification  and  defense  of  the  Ariny  studies  and 
analysis  budget.  Do  not  adopt  criteria  for  improved  budget  justi- 
fication. Maintain  passive  budget  defense  posture.  Prepare  and 
submit  Exhibit  PB-21  off-line.  Make  no  change  in  program  struc- 
ture. 


b.  Alternative  B:  Off-Line  Options.  Take  proactive  Army  ac- 
tion to  improve  justification  and  defense  of  the  Army  studies  and 
analysis  budget.  Adopt  criteria  for  Improved  budget  justifica- 
tion. Adopt  active  budget  defense  posture.  Prepare  and  submit 
Exhibit  PB-21  off-line,  and: 

(1)  Make  no  change  in  program  structure,  or 

(2)  Further  embed  the  program  In  other  program  elements;  or 

(3)  Establish  separate  program  elements  for  study  agencies 
and  activities  not  included  in  management  headquarters. 

c.  Alternative  C:  On-line  Options.  Take  proactive  Army  ac- 
tion to  Improve  justification  and  defense  of  the  Army  studies  and 
analysis  budget.  Adopt  criteria  for  Improved  budget  justifica- 
tion. Adopt  active  budget  defense  posture.  Prepare  and  submit 
Exhibit  PB-21  on-line;  and: 

(1)  Make  no  change  in  program  structure;  or 

(2)  Further  embed  the  program  in  other  program  elements;  or 

(3)  Establish  separate  program  elements  for  study  agencies 
and  activities  not  included  in  management  headquarters. 

d.  Alternati  >e  D:  Functional  Program.  These  alternatives  are 
special  cases  of  Alternatives  C(l)-(3).  CSR  11-5  defines  a func- 
tional program  as  a special  activity,  managed  or  reviewed  as  an 
entity,  that  may  cross  FYDP  program  element  lines.  CSR  11-5  also 
assigns  responsibilities  to  functional  program  managers.  Actions 
to  implement  these  alternatives  include  those  listed  in  paragraph 
G-4c  above,  and,  in  addition,  establishment  of  a functional 
studies  and  analysis  program;  and: 
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(1)  Make  no  change  in  program  structure;  or 

(2)  Further  embed  the  program  in  other  program  elements;  or 

(3)  Establish  separate  program  elements  for  study  agencies 
and  activities  not  included  in  management  headquarters. 

G-5,  ANALYSIS  OF  ALTERNATIVES,  a.  Alternative  A.  The  status 
quo.  i.e.,  the  procedure  used  for  FY  79  budget  request,  is  not  a 
good  alternative  because  it  defies  the  Congressional  mandate  to 
include  detailed  lists  of  the  subjects  proposed  in  future  budget 
justifications. 

b.  Alternatives  B(l)-(3) 

(1)  The  off-line  alternatives  weakly  conform  with  the  Con- 
gressional mandate  and  arc  less  costly  than  the  on-line  alterna- 
tives. They  implicitly  recognize  that  the  pressure  for  mere  in- 
formation on  studies  and  analyses  is  but  another  demand  for  infor- 
mation with  which  to  micromanage  the  Army  and  that  the  problem  may 
go  away.  However,  the  off-line  alternatives  do  not  provide  any 
assurance  that  total  resource  requirements  for  studies  and  analy- 
ses can  be  determined.  There  would  also  be  no  assurance  that  re- 
source requirements,  once  determined  and  provided  to  Congress, 
match  resources  Included  in  the  budget  estimates,  because  they 
would  be  based  on  information  solicited  and  reported  separate  and 
apart  from  the  budget  process.  Indeed,  the  present  justification 
process  is  off-line  and  has  these  faults. 

(2)  Alternative  B1  is  roughly  the  approach  being  followed  in 
preparation  of  justification  material  for  the  FY  80  studies  and 
analysis  budget.  Exhibit  PB-21,  being  developed  off-line,  will 
Include  neither  total  resource  requirements  nor  detailed  lists  of 
subjects  to  be  studied.  The  former  will  not  be  developed  while 
the  latter  will  be  developed  from  yet  another  Staff  Agency  and 
MACOM  submission  (see  Annex  V for  instructions  from  the  SMO  con- 
cerning these  submissions).  There  is  no  change  to  program  struc- 
ture in  this  alternative  although  an  ongoing  Initiative  to  shift 
more  of  the  contract  effort  to  OMA  funding  will  effectively  zero 
out  these  lines  (see  Annex  III).  The  advantage  in  not  changing 
the  program  structure  is  that  the  present  structure  provides  some 
flexibility  in  meeting  unknown  future  requirements  for  studies  and 
analyses.  If,  for  example,  the  HQDA  and  TRADOC  RDTE  studies  and 
analysis  lines  are  eliminated  and  deflnltized  requirements  for 
studies  and  analyses  supporting  R&i)  funded  elsewhere,  a new  re- 
quirement would  nave  to  be  deferred  or  handled  by  a reprograming 
action.  The  present  flexibility  of  letting  a contract  to  cover 
the  requirement  would  be  lost. 
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(3)  Alternative  82  makes  ROTE  funds  for  studies  less  visible 
in  the  budget  request  in  that  the  HQDA  and  TRADOC  ROTE  studies  and 
analysis  lines  would  be  eliminated.  Funds  for  any  studies  and 
analyses  required  to  support  R&D  activities  would  be  included  in 
funds  requested  for  the  activity,  QMA  funds  for  studies  would 
continue  to  be  included  in  the  program  element  financing  the  or- 
ganization requiring  the  study.  Adoption  of  this  alternative 
would  almost  completely  embed  the  studies  and  analysis  program  in 
other  programs.  The  advantage  of  this  alternative  is  that  it 
would  further  obscure  sources  of  funds  for  studies  and  analyses  in 
the  budget  request— a disadvantage  if  the  budget  request  is  not 
accompanied  by  detailed  justification  material  (some  observers  be- 
lieve "the  more  it's  hidden,  the  more  it'll  be  cut").  A disad- 
vantage, more  serious  than  the  loss  of  flexibility  mentioned 
above,  is  that  embedding  makes  off-line  development  of  justifica- 
tion material  mare  difficult.  Only  two  of  the  Army's  program 
elements  would  be  entirely  studies  and  analyses.  How  much  of  the 
remainder  to  include  would  depend  largely  on  precision  in  defining 
Army  studies  and  analyses  and  consistent* interpretation  of  that 
definition  by  the  agencies  and  MACQMs. 

(4)  Alternative  B3  makes  OMA  funds  for  studies  more  visible 
in  the  budget  request  while  retaining  the  present  structure  for 
ROTE  funds.  Separate  program  elements  would  be  established  in 
Programs  2 and/or  9 to  finance  study  agencies.  All  OMA-funded 
contract  studies  and  analyses  would  be  financed  by  a separate  ac- 
count in  Program  9.  Adoption  of  this  alternative  would  consoli- 
date the  bulk  of  the  studies  and  analysis  program  in  four  RDTE 
program  elements  and  two  or  more  OMA  prog 'am  elements.  Advantages 
of  this  alternative  are  that  it  facilitates  development  of  budget 
justification  material  by  largely  overcoming  the  definitional 
problem  mentioned  above  and  it  clearly  identifies  funds  for 
studies  and  analyses  in  the  budget. 

c.  Alternative  C 


(1)  The  on-line  alternatives  strongly  conform  with  the  Con- 
gressional mandate  but  are  more  costly  than  the  off-line  alterna- 
tives in  terms  of  resources  expended  in  development  of  budget  es- 
timates and  justification  materials.  These  alternatives  provide  a 
mechanism  to  capture  total  resource  requirements  and  offer  high 
assurance  that  resurces  identified  for  studies  and  analyses  match 
those  included  in  the  budget. 


G-12 


(2)  Adoption  of  Alternative  Cl  would  overcome  the  weaknesses 
pointed  out  above  in  the  process  being  followed  for  preparation  of 
justification  material  for  the  FY  80  studies  and  analysis  budget. 
The  advantage  to  not  changing  the  program  structure  discussed 
under  Alternative  B1  is  the  same  for  this  alternative  (see  para- 
graph G-5b(2)  above), 

(3)  Development  of  justification  material  under  Alternative 
C2  would  be  greatly  facilitated  when  compared  to  the  off-line  op- 
tion. Otherwise,  advantages  and  disadvantages  are  the  same  as 
discussed  under  Alternative  B2  (see  paragraph  G-5b(3)  above). 

(4)  Development  of  justification  material  under  Alternative 
C3  would  also  be  facilitated  when  compared  to  the  off-line  option. 
Otherwise  advantages  and  disadvantages  are  the  same  as  discussed 
under  Alternative  B3  (see  paragraph  G-5b(4)  above). 

d.  Alternatives  D.  In  addition  to  the  advantages  of  the  on- 
line alternative,  these  alternatives  offer  a significant  advantage 
in  development  of  justification  material  and  defense  of  the  bud- 
get, Establishment  of  a functional  program  would  provide  the  cap- 
ability to  exercise  continuous  control  over  studies  and  analysis 
resources,  thus,  offsetting  a common  deficiency  of  the  present  ap- 
proach and  other  alternatives  considered--the  study  program  and 
the  resources  required  to  Implement  it  tend  to  be  snapshots  in 
time  that  become  quickly  outdated  as  new  requirements  are  identi- 
fied. There  are,  however,  several  disadvantages.  This  alterna- 
tive would  require  the  most  resources  to  Implement.  Also,  func- 
tional programs  tend  to  be  unwieldly  and  are  hard  to  Integrate 
into  the  other  programs  they  cross.  Finally,  lines  of  authority 
are  not  clearly  defined.  Changes  to  the  program  structure  were 
also  considered  under  this  alternative.  Advantages  and  disadvant- 
ages of  the  options  outlined  in  paragraph  G-4d(l)-(3)  above  were 
discussed  in  paragraph  G-5c  above, 

G-6.  CONCLUSIONS,  a.  The  Army  should  take  proactive  action  to 
Improve  studies  and  analysis  budget  justification  and  defense. 

b.  The  Army  should  adopt  the  criteria  derived  from  Congres- 
sional concerns  quoted  in  Table  G-l  as  a basis  for  development  of 
Improved  studies  and  analysis  budget  justification  materials. 

c.  The  Army  should  assume  an  active  studies  and  analysis  bud- 
get defense  posture. 
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d.  Development  of  justification  material  as  part  of  the  budge- 
tary process,  i.e.,  one  of  the  on-line  alternatives  offers  the 
best  chance  to  improve  studies  and  analysis  budget  justification 
and  defense. 

e.  Tho  magnitude  of  the  Army  Studies  and  Analysis  Program  and 
the  nature  of  the  concerns  expressed  by  the  Congress  (while  the 
primary  focus  is  on  contract  efforts,  they  clearly  desire  more  de- 
tailed information)  warrant  establishment  of  a functional  studies 
and  analysis  program. 

f.  There  Is  no  clear  advantage  in  retaining  the  HQDA  and 
TRADGC  RDTE  studies  and  analysis  lines. 

g.  Alternative  D2  should  be  adopted,  I.e.,  a functional 
studies  and  analysis  program  should  be  established  and  the  studies 
program  should  be  further  embedded  in  other  FYDP  program  elements 
by  eliminating  the  HQDA  and  TRADQC  RDTE  studies  and  analysis  lines 
of  the  budget.  Table  G-4  compares  the  current  process  and  the 
preferred  alternative. 


T*blt  G-4,  Cofiipirl  son  of  Current  Process  end  Preferred  Alternative 


VARIABLE  CURRENT  PROCESS PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


INITIATIVE 

REACTIVE  TO  QSO 

PROACTIVE  ARMY  ACTION 

CRITERIA  FOR 
JUSTIFICATION 
MATERIALS 

LISTS  OF  STUDY  SUBJECTS 

EST.  CONTRACT  COSTS 

, EST.  IN-HOUSE  RESOURCES 

IN  PHY  Of  EFFORT 

RESOURCES  BY  PROGRAM  ElEHENT, 

METHOD  OF  PERFORMANCE, 

AND  5TUDY  SUBJECT 

RESULTS  OF  DOCUMENT  SEARCHES 

REASONS  FOR  NON  COMPETITIVE  CONTRACTS 

HOW  RESULTS  USED 

MECHANICS  TO 

DEVELOP 

JUSTIFICATION 

MATERIALS 

OFF-LINE,  I. E,, ‘SEPARATE 

AND  APART  FROM  BUDGET 
FORMULATION  PROCESS 

FROM  MACOM  TO  HQDA  IN 

STUDY  MOT  CHANNELS 

ON-LINE.  I.E,,  AN  INTEGRAL 

PART  OF  BUDGET  FORMULATION 

PROCESS 

FROM  MACOM  TQ  HQDA  IN  BUOGET 
FORMULATION  CHANNELS 

DEFENSE  POSTURE 

PASSIVE 

ACTIVE 

FUNCTIONAL  PROGRAM 

NO 

YES 

PROGRAM  STRUCTURE 

FOUR  SEPARATE  PROGRAM 

ELEMENTS,  REMAINDER 
EMBEDDED. 

TWO  SEPARATE  PROGRAM 

ELEMENTS.  REMAINDER 

EMBEXEO. 
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APPENDIX  G 
BUDGET  STRATEGY 
ANNEX  I 

DETAILED  BUDGET  DATA 

This  annex  contains  detailed  data  for  and  Congressional  actions  on 
the  FY  79  Army  Studies  and  Analysis  budget  request. 
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Table  G-l.  Description  of  the  Army  Studies  and  Analysis  Program  by  FYDP 
Program  Element  Showing  Amounts  Requested  by  Appropriation  and 
Method  of  Performance  for  FY  79  and  Congressional  Actions  ($K)  (Continued) 
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APPENDIX  G 


BUDGET  STRATEGY 
ANNEX  II 

SELECTED  FY  79  STUDIES  AND  ANALYSIS  BUDGET  JUSTIFICATION  MATERIAL 


This  annex  contains  a copy  of  the  display  on  planned  FY  79  Arnjy 
Studies  and  Analysis  Program,  by  program  element,  part  of  TAB  C of 
the  "Report  to  the  Senate/House  Armed  Services  Committee  on  DOD 
Proposed  Studies  and  Analyses  Programs  for  FY  79,"  forwarded  to 
the  Chairmen  of  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  Committees  bv 
OSD  on  3 April  1978. 


PLANNED  FY  1979  ARMY  STUDIES  AND  ANALYSES 
PROGRAM,  BY  PROGRAM  ELEMENT 


1,  Contract  Studies— Studies  programmed  for  completion  using  the  contract 
method  of  performance  require  the  use  of  RDT&E  and/or  QNA  funds. 


RDT&E  Current  Estimated  Program 

Organization 

Program  Element 

Amount 

HQDA 

65101 A 

$ 4,460,000 

TRADOC 

65102A 

2,600,000 

OARCOM 

62709A 

60,000 

63706A 

160,000 

65713A 

2,768,000 

65801 A 

80.000 

TOTAL 

510,128,000 

OMA  Current  Estimated  Program 

• 

Organization 

Proqram  Element 

Amount 

HQOA  • 

951212.9 

$1 ,000,000 

TRADOC 

208015 

1,050,000 

INSCQM 

381021 

1,625,000 

ACC 

393111 

. 444,000 

DARCOM 

Not  available  at  this  time 

1,096,000 

TOTAL 

TOTOTi 

2.  In-housc  studies  .«  Studies  programed  for  completion  using  the 
in-house  method  of  performance  require  the  use  of  both  military  and 
civilian  personnel.  No  estimate  of  the  actual  mix  of  personnel  to  be 
working  on  a specific  study  is  available;  therefore,  exact  allocation 
of  apecific  funds/program  elements  is  not  available.  Military  per- 
sonnel are  paid  from  Military  Personnel  Army  (MPA}  funds  and 
civilian  personnel  are  paid  using  OMA  and/or  RDTE  funds;  depending 
on  the  funding  procedures  for  the  individual  hcadquarUrs/organication. 


Organization 

PMY 

5 Equivalent* 

Military 

Civilian 

HQDA  Staff 

160. 66 

SIB, 0*33,  do 

MPA 

OMA/952398 

TRADOC 

575,5 

2B.  775, 000 

MPA 

OMA/819725 

ACC 

1.0 

50, 000 

MPA 

OMA/39311  1 

MTMC 

7.5 

375,000 

MPA 

OMA/728010 

HSC 

n.o 

550,000 

MPA 

OMA/84 1932 

INSCOM 

13,0 

650,000 

MPA 

QMA/381021 

DARCOM 

TOTAL 

195.  Z 
U63.66 

9,760,000 
$53,  193,  000 

MPA 

OMA/RDTEfsee  note) 

• 1 PMY  is  equivalent  to  $50,000. 

NOTEs  DARCOM  in-house  studies  require  both  OMA  And  ROTE 
funds  to  pay  for  civilian  personnel;  exact  program  elements 
depend  on  the  type  of  funds  supporting  the  specific  headquarters/ 
organization.  Information  concerning  the  specific  correlation 
to  individual  program  elements  is  not  available  at  thla  time. 
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BUDGET  STRATEGY 
ANNEX  III 

ROTE  FUNDING  OF  STUDIES  AND  ANALYSES 


This  annex  contains  a copy  of  current  guidance  to  HQDA  Staff 
Agencies  and  MACQMs  on  use  of  RDTE  funds  for  studies  and  analyses. 


G-1G 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OPTICS  or  THE  CHIEF  OF  STAFF 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20310 


DACS-DMO  | 3 1 MAfi  19?a 

SUBJECT:  RDTE  Funding  of  Studies  and  Analyses 


SEE  DISTRIBUTION 


1.  DOD  Directive  5010.22,  dated  22  Nov  76,  subject:  The  Management 
and  Conduct  of  Studies  and  Analyses,  contained  new  budget  guidance  for 
studies  and  analyses  beginning  with  FY  79.  Basically,  the  guidance 
stated  that  all  studies  and  analyses  to  be  funded  from  RDTE  funds  must 
be  in  support  of  R&D  projects;  if  a clear  determination  of  the  R&D  pro> 
ject  to  be  supported  is  not  possible,  then  RDTE  funding  ia  permitted  for 
organisations  that  are  a part  of  the  R&D  community  in  the  military 
department  or  R&D  Staff  headquarters  levels.  All  other  studies  and 
analyses  will  be  programed  and  budgeted  in  ObM.  An  extract  of  that 
portion  of  the  directive  is  at  Inclosure. 

2.  In  December  1977,  the  Office  of  the  Army  General  Counsel  ruled  that 
studies  and  analyses  must  comply  with  the  DOD  guidance  beginning  with 
FY  79-  Essentially  this  ruling  means  that  a study  RACS  must  substantiate 
its  direct  support  of  a particular  R&D  project.  If  there  is  any  doubt  on  a 
study's  funding,  another  recourse  is  to  fund  in  accordance  with  the  type  of 
headquarters;  c.g. , an  R&D  activity  could  RDTE  fund  its  study.  However, 
that  rationale  should  be  included  in  the  RACS. 

3.  On  2 March  1978,  the  Study  Management  Office  (SMO)  took  action  to 
initiate  a transfer  of  FY  79  funds  ^decrement  RDTE  funding  and  increase 
QMA  funding  accordingly)  for  the  I1QDA  agencies  and  TRADOC  --  the  two 
known  activities /commands  that  have  studies  and  analyses  line  items  in 
the  RDTE  budget.  SMO  has  also  taken  action  to  change  funding  f.or  HQDA 
studies  and  analyses  for  FY  80  - 84  LAW  the  DOD  directive.  TRADOC 
will  have  to  initiate  its  own  budget  changes  for  thoir  POM  years. 

4.  The  DOD  directive  has  received  many  interpretations  concerning  funding 
since  its  publication.  However,  the  Army  General  Counsel  ruling  provides 
definitive,  and  somewhat  final  guidance.  Since  all  study  RACS  of  over 
$100,000  require  DiiFs,  they  will  receive  Army  General  Counsel  scrutiny; 
HQDA  agencies  and  MACOMs  should  be  prepared  for  ASA(RDA)  disapproval 


DACS-DMO  } \ HAR  k'6 

SUBJECT:  RDTE  Funding  of  Studies  and  Analyse*; 

if  the  RACS  do  not  coincide  with  the  POD  directive  as  interpreted  by  the 
General  Counsel,  For  those  studies  of  $100,. 000  or  less,  such  determin- 
ations will  be  made, after  the  fact  in  most  sages,  by  procurement  inspectors 
during  the  conduct  of  procurement  management  reviews,  and  by  The  Inspector 
General.  To  preclude  aa  unfavorable  finding  of  illegal  funding,  study 
sponsors  should  adhere  to  the  guidance  of  the  DOD  directive  as  included 
herein. 


5,  It  is  recommended  that  study  coordinators  give  this  matter  widest 
dissemination  within  their  commands/agencies,  especially  to  command 
procurement  offices. 


BY  DIRECTION  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  STAFF: 


tncl 

as 


Distribution: 

HQDA,  DA  MO -ZD 
HQDA,  DAPE-PBR 
HQDA,  DALO-PLF 
HQDA,  BAMA-PPM-M 
HQDA,  DACA-MF 
HQDA,  DAMl-ZC 
HQDA,  DAEN-SG 
HQDA,  DASG-RMP 
HQDA,  DACH-PPI 
HQDA,  DAJA-CL 
NGB-ARC-M 
HQDA,  DAAR-RAO 


F.  PAUL  DUNN 

Chief,  Study  Management  Office 
Management  Directorate 


Commander-In-Chief 

U.S.  Army  and  Seventh  Army  (ATTNt  AEAGF-P) 


Commanders 

U.S.  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  (ATTN:  ATCD-PRMDJ 
U.S.  Army  Forces  Command  (ATTN:  AFOP-0A) 

U.S.  Army  Materiel  Development  It  Readiness  Command  (ATTNt  DRCPA-S) 
U.S.  Army  Communications  Command  (ATTN:  ACC-OPS-P) 

Military  Traffic  Management  Command  (ATTNt  MT-PLO) 
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SUBJECT:  RDTE  Funding  of  Studies  and  Analyses 
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DISTRIBUTION:  (Con't) 

Commanders 

U. S,  Army  Criminal  Investigation  Command  (ATTN:  CIAC-RM) 
U.  S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (ATTN:  ANCOM) 

U.  S.  Army  Health  Services  Command  (ATTN:  HSA-CDH) 

U.  S.  Army  Intelligence  & Security  Command  (ATTN:  IACS-P) 
U.  S,  Army  Concepts  Analysis  Agency  (ATTN:  MOCA-PPO) 

CF: 

SAUS-OR 

SAPA 

DACS-BMO 

DACS-DIP 

DAC3-DPA 

CSTE-ZS 


r 


VIII.  PROGRAMING  AND  BUDGETING  PROCEDURES 

A.  Those  studies  and  analyses  that  support  Research  and  Development 
activities,  such  as  research,  technology  exploration  and  development, 
systems  and  equipment  analyses,  and  development  effort  including  develop* 
ment  and  test  of  initial  tactics  and  doctrine  will  be  programed  and  budgeted 
in  RDT&E.  In  those  cases  where  a clear  determination  is  not  possible  baaed 
on  the  above,  then  the  guideline  will  be  to  fund  Buch  studies  and  analyses  in 
RDT&E  if  the  sponsoring  organization  is  a part  of  the  R&D  community  at  the 
ASD  level,  in  the  Military  Departments,  Defense  Agencies,  or  R&D  staff 
headquarters  levels.  All  other  studies  and  analyses  will  be  programed  and 
budgeted  in  O&M, 

B.  The  annual  budget  submissions  of  the  DOD  Components  will  include 
a special  analysis  of  proposed  studies  programs,  regardless  of  the 
appropriation  in  which  the  study  funds  are  budgeted. 


APPENDIX  G 
BUDGET  STRATEGY 
ANNEX  IV 

EXTRACT  OF  DOOM  7110-1-M 


This  annex  contains  an  extract  of  DODM  7UO-1-M  showing  the  re- 
quirement and  format  for  preparation  and  submission  of  budget  jus- 
tification material  for  the  studies  and  analysis  program. 


2 Incl 

1.  Part  II  - Budget  Formulation,  Section  10  - 
Special  Analysis,  Chapter  2B8  - Special 
Interest  Areas,  OOOM  7110-1-M  (p  2B8-11). 

2.  Format  for  exhibit  PB-21,  Studies  and  Analysis 
Program,  DODM  7110-1-M,  (p  2B8-6), 


PART  II  - BUDGET  FORMULATION 
Section  10  - Special  Analyses 
Chapter  2B8  - Special  Interest  Areas 


2B8.1  Purpose 

This  chapter  prescribes  instructions  for  the  preparation  and 
submission  of  budget  justification  back-up  data  for  special  areas 
in  which  the  Congress  or  0MB  has  expressed  Interest.  Most  of 
these  requirements  affect  more  than  a single  appropriation. 

2B8.2  Submission  Requirements 

A.  Data  in  the  attached  exhibit  formats  are  required  for  the 
following  program  areas: 

PB-18  Foreign  Currency  Exchange  Data 
PB-19  Costs  of  Services  Provided  by  the  United  States 
Postal  Service 

PB-20  Public  Affairs  Activities 

PB-21  Studies  and  Analysis  Program 

PB-22  Headquarters  Operation  and  Administration 

PB-23  Service  Support  Contracts 

PB-24  Aircraft  Operations  - Active  Aircraft  Inventory 

PB-25  Aircraft  Operations  - Aircraft  Flying  Hours 

PB-26  Aircraft  Operations  - O&M  Funds  for  POL 

PB-27  Real  Property  Maintenance  Activities 

PB-28  Civilian  Employee  Training  Data 

PB-29  Computation  of  Per  Diem  Increase  Costs 

B.  Definitions  are  to  be  identical  to  those  used  in  furnish- 
ing data  to  the  Congress  during  the  Fiscal  Year  1977  review. 

C.  Four  copies  of  each  exhibit  are  required  with  the  30  Sep- 
tember submission. 

0.  Budget  justification  data  concerning  Legislative  Affairs 
Activities  will  be  prepared  and  submitted  In  accordance  with  a 
separate  memorandum  issued  by  the  QATSO(LA). 
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Appropriation 

IN-HOUSE 

CONTRACT 


STUDIES  AND  ANALYSIS  PROGRAMS 
DOD  COMPONENT 
($  In  Thousands) 


FY  19PY  FY  19CY  FY  19BY 

A separate  exhibit  will  be  prepared  for 
each  financing  appropriation  subdivided 
by  Contractor  and  In-House  effort  with  a 
further  sub-breakdown  by  the  definitions 
listed  in  DOD  Directive  5010,22,  Subject: 
"The  Management  and  Conduct  of  Studies 
and  Analysis,"  To  the  extent  feasible, 
individual  planned  studies  by  title  may 
be  listed  under  those  definitions. 


APPENDIX  G 


BUDGET  STRATEGY 
ANNEX  V 

PREPARATION  OF  BUDGET  JUSTIFICATION  MATERIALS  FOR  THE  FY  80 
STUDIES  AND  ANALYSIS  BUDGET  REQUEST 


This  annex  contains  copies  of  guidance  to  HQDA  and  MACOM  on  prep^ 
aration  of  budget  justification  materials  for  the  FY  80  Studies 
and  Analysis  Budget  request. 


2 Incl 

1.  DACS-DMO  Letter,  14  Aug  78,  subject:  Exhibit  PB-21 
for  Studies  and  Analyses. 

2.  DACS-DMO  Letter,  18  Aug  78,  subject:  Preparation  of 
Studies  and  Analyses  for  FY  80  Budget  Submission. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
osne*  or  th*  chief  or  staff 

WACHINOTON.  O.C.  tOJfO 


DACS-DMO 


S:  15  September  1978 

X 4 AUG  1978 


SUBJECT:  Exhibit  PB  21  for  Studies  and  Analyses 


SEE  DISTRIBUTION 


1.  Due  to  the  Congressional  interest  in  DOD  studies  and  analyses, 
detailed  knowledge  of  AR  5-5  studies'  expenditures  is  required  to 
be  submitted  with  the  budget.  As  a result,  the  Budget  Formulation 
Guidance,  Office  of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Army  (OCA),  requires 
the  submission  of  a report  entitled;  Exhibit  PB  21,  Special  Study 
Budget  Analysis,  This  report  was  first  required  in  modified  form 
for  the  FY79  budget  submission. 

2.  The  report  is  compiled  by  the  Study  Management  Office,  OCSA, 
and  will  be  provided  to  OCA  by  29  September  1978  for  incorporation 
into  the  FY80  budget  submission.  The  report  consists  of  3 sections, 
one  section  for  each  fiscal  year:  previous  FY(FY78),  present  FY 
(FY79),  and  budget  FY(FY80).  The  data  provided  will  consist  of  the 
number  of  studies  in  progress  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  or  planned 
for  the  present  and  budget  FY,  and  the  resources  (OMA  or  RDTE  funds 
and  professional  manyears  (PMY))  used  or  planned  to  be  used  for  each 
category  of  studies.  Since  the  report  is  due  as  of  30  Sep  78  (the  end 

of  FY78),  data  for  the  last  few  days  of  the  fiscal  year  will  have  to  be 
estimated.  The  format  of  each  section  is  at  Xncl  1 and  special  instruc- 
tione  are  at  Incl  2. 

3.  Request  that  the  study  coordinator  of  each  HQDA  Staff  agency  and 
MACOM  provide  the  required  information  to  this  office  NLT  15  Sep  78. 
POC  is  LTC  LeClere,  AVN  227-0026.  Telephonic  reports  will  be 
accepted;  negative  reports  are  required. 

BY  DIRECTION  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  STAFF: 


^27  Chief,  Study  Management  Office 
Management  Directorate 


2 Incls 

as 


DACS-DMO 

SUBJECT;  Exhibit  PB  21  lor  Studies  and  Analyses 

DISTRIBUTION; 

HQDA,  DAMO-ZD 
HQDA,  DAPE-PBR 
HQDA,  DALO-PLF 
HQDA,  DAMA-PPM-M 
HQDA,  DACA-MP 
HQDA,  DAMI-ZC 
HQDA,  DAEN-ESC 
HQDA,  DASG-RMP 
HQDA,  DACH-PPI 
HQDA,  DA J A -CL 
NGB-ARC-M 
HQDA,  DAAR-RAO 
HQDA,  DAAG-PLN 

COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF 

US  ARMY  EUROPE  It  SEVENTH  ARMY  (ATTN:  AEAGF-P) 

COMMANDERS 

U.S.  ARMY  TRAINING  k DOCTRINE  COMMAND  (ATTN;  ATCD-PRMD) 
U.S,  ARMY  FORCES  COMMAND  (ATTN;  AFOP-CD) 

U.S.  ARMY  MATERIEL  DEVELOPMENT  k READINESS  COMMAND 

(ATTN;  DRCPA-S) 

U(  S.  ARMY  COMMUNICATIONS  COMMAND  (ATTN  ACC-OPS-P) 
MILITARY  TRAFFIC  MANAGEMENT  COMMAND  (ATTN;  MT-PLO) 

U.  S.  *RMY  CRIMINAL  INVESTIGATION  COMMAND  (ATTN;  CIAC-RM) 
U.S.  ARMY  MILITARY  DISTRICT  OF  WASHINGTON  ATTN:  ANCOM) 

U.  S,  ARMY  HEALTH  SERVICES  COMMAND  (ATTN:  HSA-CDC) 

U.S.  ARMY  INTELLIGENCE  It  SECURITY  COMMAND  (IACS-P) 


CF: 

SAUS-OR 

SAPA 

DACS-BMO 

CSTE-ZS 

DACS-DI 

DACS-DP 


NATO  Xnt*roj»r*biIity 


INSTRUCTION  FOR  EXHIBIT  PB  21 


1.  Provided  data  should  apply  to  studies  and  analyaea  accomplished  within 
the  authority  or  guidance  of  AR  5-5. 

2.  A aeparate  report  ahould  be  submitted  for  FY78  (previoua  FY),  FY79 
(present  FY),  and  FY80  (budget  FY). 

3.  Identify  the  HQDA  Staff  agency  or  MACOM  on  each  aubmisaion. 

4.  Provide  the  name,  office  aymbol,  and  AUTOVON  number  of  the 
individual  preparing  the  report. 

5.  The  data  must  be  reported  by  one  of  the  study  categories  listed  on  the 
format. 

6.  Provide  the  number  of  ’‘ongoing"  atudiea  from  the  previoua  fiscal  year. 
The  number  of  ’’new"  studies  consists  of  thoae  started  in  the  fiscal  year 
of  each  report. 

7.  In-house  studies  are  thoae  accomplished  by  the  atudy  organization  or 
another  DOD  organization  where  there  is  no  use  of  funds  or  where  no  transfer 
of  funds  was  or  will  be  Initiated  to  specifically  do  the  atudy.  If  there  is 

an  expenditure  of  funds  for  outside  contractor  support  or  funds  were/will 
be  transferred  to  another  DOD  activity  for  the  study,  the  study  must  be 
counted  as  a contract  effort. 

8.  For  FY79  and  FY80,  ongoing  studies  include  those  that  were  started 
in  FY?8  or  FY?9,  respectively;  e.g.  , a study  to  be  started  in  FY79  and 
not  to  be  completed  until  FY80,  will  be  listed  under  the  FY79  submission 
as  a new  study  and  under  FY80  as  an  ongoing  effort, 

9.  Resource  requirements  should  be  listed  as  those  OMA  or  RDTE  funds 
and  professional  m&nyears  (PMY)  that  will  be  expended  in  the  specific 
fiscal  year.  PMY  should  only  be  listed  for  in-house  studies.  If  a study  is 
to  be  accomplished  by  both  contract  and  in-house  efforts,  it*  should  be  listed, 
or  counted,  as  2 separate  studies. 

10.  Funds  will  be  listed  in  thousands;  "$200,000"  will  be  listed  as  "200.  " 
PMY  will  be  listed  by  actual  number. 
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11.  NATO  Interoperability  is  a new  study  category  beginning  with  FY79. 


12.  The  use  of  RDTE  funds  for  studies  and  analyses  will  be  quite 
restrictive  beginning  with  FY79.  Study  coordinators  should  check  HQDA 
letter.  DACS-DMO,  dated  31  Mar  78.  subject:  RDTE  Funding  for  Studies 
and  Analyses.  Thus,  there  should  be  a significant  shift  from  RDTE  fund- 
ing to  OMA  funding  for  non- RDTE  funded  commands. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
orrtct  or  the  cuter  or  statt 
WASHINGTON.  O.C.  Witt 

Si  9 October  J978 

1 6 aou  m 


SUBJECT;  Preparation  of  Studies  and  Analyses  for  FY80  Budget 
Submission 


SEE  DISTRIBUTION 


1.  HQDA  is  presently  required  to  provide  a list  of  AR  5-5  contract  and 
in-house  studies  with  the  yearly  budget  request.  This  is  a significant 
departure  from  previous  budget  submissions  --  specific  sums  were 
requested  without  providing  the  detail#  of  the  planned  studies.  Congres- 
sional markups  indicate  that  funds  will  not  he  provided  unless  more 
definitive  information  on  each  study  is  made  available  to  the  committees. 

2.  The  Study  Management  Office  (SMOJ  will  prepare  the  FY80  document 
based  on  input  from  the  HQDA  StaJf  agencies  and  MACQMi.  Three  atudy 
list*  for  FY80  are  required:  RJDTE  contract  studios ,OM A contract 
studies,  and  in-house  studies.  The  RDTE  contract  study  report  is 
required  from  HQDA  Staff  agencies.  TRADOC,  and  PARCOM;  the  remain 
ing  two  reports  apply  to  all  Staff  agencies  and  WACOM*.  Sample  format 
with  preparation  instructions  for  contract  studies  is  at  facl  1 and  for  fa. 
house  studio*  U at  facl  2.  Submission#  should  not  contain  any  classified 
information. 

3.  PQC  is  ETC  LeClere,  AVN  227*0026.  Requeat  that  the  required 
iafomtAHon  be  provided  to  this  office  NET  9 October  197B, 

BY  DIRECTION  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  STAFFi 


F.  PAULDU^N 

Chief,  Study  Management  Office 

hianagemsuat  Directorate 


DISTRIBUTION: 

HQDA,  DAhtO-ZA 
HQDA,  DAPE-Za 
HQDA,  &AL0-2A 
HQDA.  DAMA-ZA 
HQDA.  DACA-ZA 

HQDA,  0AM1-2A  S-3E 

HQDA,  DaEN-  iA 


1 8 AUG  1978 


DACS-DMO 

SUBJECT:  Preparation  of  Studies  and  Analyses  for  FY80  Budget 
Submission 

DISTRIBUTION  (con't) 

HQDA,  DASG-ZA 
HQDA,  DACH-ZA 
HQDA,  DAJA-ZA 
NGB-.ZA 

HQDA,  DAAR-ZA 
HQDA,  DAAG-ZA 

Commander-In-Chief 

U.  S.  Army  Europe  & Seventh  Army,  ATTN: 

Commanders 

U.  S.  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command 
U.  S,  Army  Forces  Command 

U.  S.  Army  Materiel  Readiness  & Development  Command 

U.  S.  Army  Communications  Command 

Military  Traffic  Management  Command 

U.  S.  Army  Criminal  Inv  stigation  Command 

U.  S,  Army  Military  District  of  Washington 

U.  S.  Army  Health  Services  Command 

U.  S,  Army  Intelligence  & Security  Command 

U,  S.  Army  Concepts  Analysis  Agency 


CF: 

SAUS-OR 

SAPA 

DACS-BMZ-A 

CSTE-ZA 

DACS-DIZ-A 

DACS-DPZ-A 
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SAMPLE  FORMAT 


FY80  RDTE  CONTRACT  STUDIES 

TRADOC 

(HQDA  Staff  agency  or  MACOM) 


1,  Tltlei  Electronic  Warfare  (EW)  Vulnerability  Assessment  of  Theater 

Nuclear  Force*  (TNF)  (Category  3) 

a.  Problem;  It  ia  nacessary  to  determine  the  capability  of  theater 
nuclear  forces  (Corps  level  and  below)  to  accomplish  their  missions  in  a 
hostile  electronic  warfare  environment  and  to  develop  appropriate  courses 
of  action  that  would  neutralize  this  threat. 

b.  Expected  Results!  The  development  of  an  electronic  warfare  threat 
data  base  to  formula!;)  and  evaluate  potential  electronic  warfare  defenae 
improvements. 

c.  Exoa  <, jfji  $50,000. 

2,  Title:  Radiological  Defenae  for  Theater  Nuclear  Force  Survivability 

(Category  5) 

a.  Problem:  To  determine  the  capability  and  adequacy  of  radiation 
protection  of  an  Army  divieion  to  operate  on  a nuclear  battlefield  with 
reapect  to  the  current  and  potential  enemy  nuclear  threat.  The  laet 
evaluation  was  accomplished  over  20  years  ago, 

b.  Expected  Results:  A valid  assessment  of  radiological  detection  equip* 
meat,  protection  materiel®,  doctrine  and  training  required  to  effectively 
operate  in  a nuclear  environment. 

c.  Expected  Cost!  $75,000;  completion  of  FY79  funded  effort. 

% • 

3,  . . . . 


4. 


• * • , 


NOTES! 

1.  Study  category  should  be  listed  after  the  title. 

2.  RDTE  funded  studies  must  be  in  direct  support  of  an  RfcD  project. 
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Some  commands  that  are  RDTE  funded  can  support  studies  with  RDTE 
funds.  It  is  suggested  that  HQDA  letter,  DACS-DMO,  dated  31  Mar  78, 
subject:  RDTE  Funding  for  Studies  and  Analyses,  be  referred  to  for 
further  guidance. 

3.  Studies  should  be  listed  in  priority  of  funding  importance. 

4.  It  is  suggested  that  studies. that  are  incrementally  funded  --  to  be 
partially  funded  in  FY79  and  FY80  --be  noted  in  subparagraph  c of  each 
listed  study  as  "completion  of  FY79  funded  effort.  " 

5.  Problem  and  expected  results  statements  should  be  clear,  concise, 
and  easily  understood  by  disinterested  individuals  that  may  not  have  an 
intimate  knowledge  of  the  subject  area. 

6.  OMA  funded  studies  should  be  listed  on  a separate  submission; 
ensure  title  reflects  "FY8Q  OMA  contract  studies.  " 

7.  Study  descriptions  should  be  written  to  exclude  classified  information. 
The  submissions  pertaining  to  contract  studies  will  be  controlled  as  "FOR 
OFFICIAL  USE  ONLY"  because  they  are  contractor  sensitive. 

8.  The  RDTE  contract  study  report  is  required  from  HQDA  Staff 
agencies,  TRADOC  and  DARCOM. 


SAMPLE  FORMAT 


FY80  ARMY  IN-HOUSE  STUDIES 

ODCSOPS 

(HQDA  Staff  agency  or  MACOM) 


CATEGORY  1 

TITLE  PMY 

1,  Association  Between  Skill  Qualification  Test  (SQT)  0.50 

and  External  Job  Performance  Indicators 

2.  Medium  Lift  Helicopter  Cost  and  Training  Effect! - 1.  50 

veness  Anal’-  is 

1.  Remotely  Monitored  Battlefield  Sensor  System  --  2,50 

Cost  and  Training  ’Effectiveness  Analysis 

CA  -,'SOORY  2 


1.  Army  . jattlefield  Interface  Concept  on  tho  Corps  LOO 

Battlefield 

*2.  Army  Command  and  Control  Master  Plan  18.00 

3.  Concept  Formulation  Package  for  the  Advanced  25.  80 

Scout  Helicopter 

4.  Concepts  of  Employment  of  Aviation  Against  Enemy  6.00 
Air  Mobile  Assault  to  the  Rear 

5.  Corps  Communication  Support  Requirements  4.00 

6.  Countering  Armed  HellcoptoiS  ^*00 

CATEGORY  3 (Etc.) 

NOTESt 


1.  In-house  studies  should  be  Lsted  by  categories  as  defined  in  AR  5-5. 


Jk 


2.  Only  title  and  professional  many  ears  (PMY)  required  to  accomplish 
the  study  must  be  listed. 

3.  If  a study  is  both  a contract  and  an  in-house  effort,  place  an  asterisk 
to  the  left  of  the  number  of  the  study. 

4.  Study  descriptions  should  be  written  to  exclude  classified  information. 
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APPENDIX  H 

CONTRACT  SUPPORT  OF  ARMY  ANALYSIS 


H-l.  PURPOSE.  This  appendix  examines  the  Arne's  use  oF  contract 
studies  and  analyses  to  see  if  changes  in  the  in/out-house  balance 
of  study  effort  are  warranted  or  desirable.  A corollary  purpose 
is  to  compare  the  manner  in  which  contract  studies  currently  are 
obtained  with  some  alternate  ways. 

H-2.  OBJECTIVES,  a.  Evaluation  of  the  current  balance  of  in/ 
out-house  analyses  to  determine  if  a shift  in  the  balance  would  be 
advantageous  to  the  Army. 

b.  Identification  of  alternative  ways  for  obtaining  contract 
support  of  studies  and  analyses. 

c.  Description  of  the  alternatives  and  their  respective  fea- 
tures in  sufficient  detail  to  permit  assessment  of  their  relative 
merits. 

H-3.  THE  IN-HOUSE/OUT-OF-HOUSE  BALANCE,  a.  Perceptions.  There 
are  no  established  criteria  for  determining  the  In/out-house  bal- 
ance of  study  effort  which  will  serve  the  Army  best.  There  are, 
however,  two  sources  of  information  which  can  be  helpful  In  evalu- 
ating the  balance.  One  source  is  the  assorted  historical  data 
showing  the  trends  and  levels  of  In/out  mixes  for  the  Army  and  for 
other  sponsors  of  studies  and  analyses.  The  other  source  Is  the 
collected  opinions  and  judgments  of  those  with  broad  personal  ex- 
perience, both  in  performing  and  In  sponsoring  studies  and 
analyses.  The  opinions  of  several  dozen  senior  officials  were  so- 
licited by  interview.  Their  perceptions  have  been  organized  to 
provide  Institutional  viewpoints, 

(1)  OSD.  Officials  ranging  in  position  from  Assistant  Sec- 
retaries through  Division  Chiefs  indicated  a strong  consensus  that 
the  Army  has  an  in/out  Imbalance,  and  that  a greater  share  of  work 
should  be  performed  out-of-house.  Host  of  the  officials  readily 
endorsed  Federal  Contract  Research  Centers  (FCRC)  as  a good  way  to 
expand  the  out-of-house  fraction,  but  pointed  out  that  other  con- 
tractual arrangements  would  also  work. 

(2)  Army  Secretariat.  Officials  at  the  ASA  and  Deputy  ASA 
level)  d i video  about  "evenly  with  part  holding  no  strong  opinion  on 
the  subject,  and  the  others  supporting  more  out-of-house  In  gen- 
eral and  FCRCs  in  particular. 


(3)  Army  Staff.  Most  officials  interviewed  reflected  no 
strong  feelings  either  way  or  no  opinion  at  all.  It  should  be 
noted,  though,  that  much  of  the  Army  Staff  has  a limited  histori- 
cal perspective  on  the  in/out-house  question. 

b.  Fact.  A major  portion  of  Army  study  activity  Is  performed 
by  the  six  or  seven  most  prominent  analytical  agencies.  There  Is 
an  internally  consistent  body  of  data  spanning  the  past  decade 
(1969-1978)  which  provides  a good  profile  of  the  10-year  trends 
for  both  in-house  and  out-of-house  levels  of  effort.  Note,  how- 
ever, that  the  data  are  for  a set  of  activities  similar  but  not 
identical  to  those  on  which  data  were  collected  during  the  review 
and  here  the  levels  of  effort  shown  differ  from  the  survey  data. 

(1)  In-House.  In  spite  of  major  reorganizations  In  1973  and 
1974,  the  level  of  effort,  as  measured  by  the  number  of  In-house 
professionals,  has  been  highly  stable— growing  at  an  average  rate 
of  one  percent  per  year.  The  organizations  and  their  professional 
strengths  are  tabulated  below  for  FY  1969  and  FY  1978, 


1969 

1978 

ACTIVITY 

NO. 

ACTIVITY 

NO. 

COMBAT  DEV.  CMD  445 

(SAG,  IlC  and 
elements  of  INCS  Group) 

TRADOC  (TRASANA) 
elements  of 

CACDA) 

393 

AMSAA 

196 

AMSAA 

335 

LEA 

153 

LEA 

119 

STAG 

98 

CAA 

215 

ESC 

68 

ESC 

53 

SSI 

30 

SSI 

39 

KQDA 

63 

HQDA 

26 

1,053 

1,180 

More  noteworthy  than  the  overall  growth  of  about  10  percent  is  the 
shift  in  the  mix  of  military  and  civilian  professionals.  In  1969 
the  military  numbered  465  (44. ZX),  By  1978  the  military  component 
was  reduced  to  360  (30. OX), 
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(2)  Out-of-House.  In  contrast  to  the  modest  growth  of  In- 
house  resources,  the  out-of-house  portion  of  the  mix  has  dimin- 
ished continuously  and  sharply  over  the  same  period.  There  has 
been  a compound  reduction  consisting  of  cuts  in.the  budget  for 
contract  studies,  and  continuing  erosion  in  the  dollar's  profes- 
sional man-year  (PMY)  purchasing  power.  This  is  shown  in  Table 
H-l  and  Figure  H-l. 


Table  H-l.  Contract  Study  Effort 


AMT 

(SMIL) 

AVE.  PMYa 

COST  ($TN0US) 

mm 

% OF 

TOTAL  PMY 

FY  69 

27.6 

44 

627 

37 

70 

19.3 

47 

411 

28 

71 

17.5 

51 

343 

20 

72 

15.2 

53 

287 

18 

73 

14.3 

57 

250 

20 

74 

15.0 

60 

250 

2G 

75 

13.7 

65 

211 

16 

76 

9,8 

68 

144 

12 

77 

7.5 

71 

106 

08 

78 

8.7 

75 

116 

09 

Estimated  PHY  cost  data  based  on  Army  Contract  Work  Program 
experience  and  checked  with  NDL, 


As  shown,  the  out-of-house  component  of  the  in/out  balance  has 
slipped  from  37  percent  of  the  total  in  FY  69  to  less  than  10  per- 
cent currently.  On  its  own  scale,  the  drop  from  627  to  116  con- 
tractor PMYs  is  a reduction  of  over  80  percent  In  the  level  of 
contractor  study  activity. 


Professional  Man  Years 


Figure  H-l.  Profile  of  PMY  Mix 
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(3)  Planned  In/Out  Balance  for  FY  1979.  Elsewhere  in  this 
report  are  data  detailing  two  different  projections  for  Army 
studies  in  FY  79.  The  in-house/out-of-house  mix  from  each  is 
highlighted  here  to  permit  comparison  of  Army  proposals  with  the 
historical  trendline. 

(a)  Appendix  G,  Annex  II  contains  a display  of  the  Army's 
plarned  FY  79  studies  and  analysis  program.  The  program  described 
in  the  display  is  consistent  with  the  scope  of  AR  5-5  and  the  data 
shown  earlier.  The  projected  level  of  in-house  performance  is 
1,164  PMY.  The  planned  level  of  funding  for  contract  studies  Is 
$4,873M.  At  an  estimated  $80,000/PMY  for  FY  79,  this  amounts  to 
about  61  PMY  by  contractors,  and  a mix  of  95  percent  in-house,  5 
percent  out-of-house. 

(b)  Annex  I of  Appendix  D details  Information  obtained 
from  an  Army-wide  survey  of  plans  for  FY  79  studies  and  analyses. 
The  survey,  conducted  in  August  1978,  allowed  a broader  assortment 
of  activities  under  "Study  and  Analysis"  than  is  usual  under  AR 
5-5.  As  a result,  the  planned  out-of-house  work  amounted  to 

$29. 6M.  Major  components  of  this  sum  were  $4.5M  for  HQDA,  $4.5M 
for  TRADOC,  $6. 5M  for  DARCOM  (mostly  for  Battlefield  Systems  Inte- 
gration), and  $12. 3M  for  a wide  assortment  of  consulting  agree- 
ments, management  support  contracts,  and  studies  sponsored  by 
other  Army  activities.  The  same  broader  definition  of  studies  and 
analyses  also  expanded  the  measurement  of  in-house  effort  by  more 
than  100  percent.  Activities  contributing  to  the  expanded  in- 
house  count  Included  DAPCQM  BSI,  part  of  the  Ballistics  Research 
Laboratory,  and  the  Army  Research  Institute.  The  projected  in/out 
balance  of  this  survey  data  Is  83  percent  In-house,  17  percent 
contract. 

c.  Assessment  of  In/Out  Balance 

(1)  In  spite  of  the  Army's  planning  factors  of  14  to  17  per- 

cent for  out-of-house  work  in  FY  79,  the  Congress  has  cut  study 
funds  to  the  extent  that  contract  effort  will  reach  record  lowsi 
well  below  FY  78' s 9 percent  share  of  the  total  study  and  jinalysis 
program.  ** 

(2)  The  historical  profile  shows  the  out-of-house  fraction 
coming  down  from  an  era  of  30-40  percent  contractor  effort  a de- 
cade ago  to  less  than  10  percent  currently.  Midway,  there  was  a 
four-year  period  when  the  out-of-house  share  stabilized  at  around 
20  percent. 

(3)  This  shift  in  the  out-of-house  share  of  the  study  effort 
should  be  appreciated  not  only  as  a change  in  mix  or  balance,  but 
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also  should  be  recognized  as  a significant  quantitative  cut. 

While  in-house  strength  was  growing  by  127,  the  contractor  PMY 
contribution  decreased  by  over  500, 

(4)  Navy  and  Air  Force  Staff  officials  continue  sponsoring 
FCRCs  and  express  their  satisfaction  with  overall  contractor  ef- 
forts of  more  than  50  percent  of  their  study  programs. 

(5)  The  qualitative  advantages  typically  associated  with 
contractor  efforts  Include: 

(a)  Responsiveness— capability  to  react  quickly  and  to  ad- 
dress urgent  issues  promptly. 

(b)  Innovation— capability  to  suggest  new  approaches  to 
long  term  challenges. 

(c)  Hard-to-get  skills— provide  for  contributions  from,  or 
access  to,  diversified  skills  and  outstanding  specialists  in  spe- 
cific fields. 

(d)  Independent  views— free  from  bias  and  less  susceptible 
to  pressures. 

(6)  In  view  of  the  drastic  reduction  in  contractor  effort  in 
recent  years,  and  the  judgment  and  perceptions  of  both  Defense  of- 
ficials and  other  services,  it  is  apparent  that  the  in-house/out- 
of-house  ratio  has  become  imbalanced.  The  out-of-house  portion 
should  be  increased, 

H-4.  METHODS  FOR  OBTAINING  CONTRACT  SUPPORT,  a.  Current  Proce- 
dures 

(1)  The  current  procedure  for  obtaining  contract  studies  is 
characterized  by  decentralized  program  development  with  execution 
on  a contract-by-contract  basis, 

(2)  Ideally,  the  studies  should  be  programed  and  budgeted 
well  In  advance  by  the  HQDA  agencies  and  MACOMs  {budget  year  and 
first  outyear  draft  study  programs  must  be  submitted  five  months 
before  start  of  budget  year).  Unprogramed  studies  may  be  initi- 
ated later  If  resources  can  be  Identified. 

(3)  To  begin  a contract  study  the  prospective  sponsor  must: 

(a)  Establish  the  need  for  the  study. 

(b)  Coordinate  the  requirement  among  interested  agencies 
and  MACOMs. 
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(c)  Determine  and  validate  the  non-availability  of  in- 
house  resources  co  perform  the  study. 

(d)  Prepare  and  obtain  approval  of  the  Request  for  Appro- 
val of  Contract  Support  (RACS). 

(e)  Prepare  and  obtain  approval  of  the  Determination  and 
Findings  (D&F)  if  the  contract  will  be  an  RDT&E  nogotlated  pro- 
curement of  $100,000  or  more. 

(f)  Prepare  a Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  package  for  use 
by  a contracting  office  to  solicit  proposals. 

(g)  Perform  technical  evaluation  of  proposals  and  award 
contract. 


(4)  According  to  the  HDL  Procurement  Office,  the  nominal 
elapsed  time  to  accomplish  the  above  actions  is  close  to  30  weeks. 
This  time  period  provides  about  4 weeks  for  the  bidders  to  prepare 
their  proposals,  but  accounts  for  none  of  the  time  prior  to  prep- 
aration of  the  RACS.  A sole  source  award  should  take  about  b 
weeks  less  than  a competitive  procurement,  A contract  for  less 
than  $100,000  should  save  another  9 weeks.  In  practice,  the  full 
process  has  stretched  out  to  an  average  of  45  weeks  when  pursued 
on  a routine  basis  (based  on  a sample  of  10  recent  contract  study 
awards). 


(5)  Given  these  mandated  procedural  steps  and  the  time  to 
perform  them,  it  may  be  of  Interest  to  identify  the  dimension  of 
the  typical  study  contract  effort  obtained  as  a result.  An  August 
1976  ESG  report,  "Results  and  Use  of  Army  Studies,"  identified  157 
contract  studies  initiated  during  FY  74  and  FY  75.  The  average 
cost  was  $248,000.  At  PMY  costs  for  those  years  (see  Table  H-l) 
the  average  study  contact  secured  4.0  PHY  of  effort.  A group  of 
26  study  contracts  In  FY  78  averaged  $282,000.  or  about  3.75  PHY 
at  current  rates.  With  the  typical  distribution  about  this  aver- 
age it  is  obvious  that  many  contracts  represent  very  modest  levels 
of  professional  activity.  These  data  Illustrate  trends  in  study 
activity  from  still  another  perspective.  As  recently  as  FY  74-75 
new  study  contracts  were  initiated  at  a rate  of  75-80  per  year. 

The  effects  of  inflation  and  budget  cuts  are  only  moderately  re- 
flected In  study  contract  manpower  levels,  but  instead  are  largely 
accounted  for  by  a reduction  of  new  study  contracts  to  only  30-35 
per  year. 


(6)  The  current  method  for  obtaining  study  contracts  has 
many  difficulties.  Potential  sponsors  of  contract  studies,  aware 
of  the  red  tape  and  time  delays,  tend  to  either  seize  sole  source 
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options  that  exist  or  they  are  dissuaded  altogether  from  initiat- 
ing some  of  the  study  contracts  that  would  be  helpful  to  them. 
Furthermore,  when  the  contract  study  process  is  undertaken  it  is 
usually  done  inefficiently  because  the  responsible  action  officer 
is  going  through  the  procedure  for  the  first  time.  Under  most 
circumstances  the  experience  he  gains  is  then  almost  never  applied 
to  a second  study  contract. 

b.  Current  System  Improved 

(1)  A logical  and  straightforward  alternative  to  the  current 
procedure  is  to  search  for  ways  to  facilitate  the  process  of  mak- 
ing study  contract  awards  quicker  and  simpler.  Actions  identified 
to  expedite  HQDA  study  contracts  Include: 

(a)  Process  contracts  through  Defense  Supply  Service  - 
Washington  (DSS-W)  in  place  of  HDL.  Collocation  of  HQDA  and  DSS-W 
promises  more  expeditious  processing.  This  will,  in  fact,  be  done 
beginning  FY  79. 

(b)  Convert  from  RDT&E  to  DMA  funding  for  the  bulk  of  the 
study  program.  This  will  also  allow  the  Arir\y  to  comply  with 
stricter  interpretation  by  the  General  Counsel  on  the  use  of  RDT&E 
funds. 


(c)  Keep  contracts  small  and  tidy.  Avoid  the  complicated, 
the  interconnected  or  the  very  large  efforts  when  packaging  the 
study. 


(d)  Refuse  to  accept  routine  processing  times.  Expedite 
through  handcarrying  all  documents,  and  maintain  sponsor  pressure 
throughout. 

(2)  These  actions  and  others  will  be  recommended  very  soon 
in  correspondence  from  both  the  ASA  (RDA)  and  the  Director  of  the 
Artny  Staff.  Both  offices  have  the  objectives  of  reducing  the  time 
to  make  study  contract  awards,  and  of  Increasing  the  ratio  of  com- 
petitive to  sole  source  awards. 

c.  The  OMNIBUS  Contract 

(1 } "OMNIBUS*  describes  a contractual  arrangement  whereby 
the  sponsor  (Army  Command  or  Agency)  can  have  multiple  study  tasks 
performed  by  a single  contractor  without  repeating  the  contracting 
process  for  each  scudy.  Features  of  the  OMNIBUS  type  contract  in- 
clude: 


(a)  Selection  of  contractor  by  competitive  award. 
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(b)  Initial  contract  performance  period  of  one  year  (for 
example)  with  government  retaining  options  to  renew  for  two  addi- 
tional years. 

(c)  Contract  imposes  an  upper  limit  on  annual  contract 
spending,  but  gives  contractor  no  minimum  guarantee. 

(d)  Study  tasks  still  require  sponsor's  work  statement, 
and  are  individually  negotiated  to  establish  performance  period 
and  level  of  effort. 

(e)  The  individual  study  efforts  may  all  be  in  a single 
area  of  study,  or  may  cover  several  related  areas  (e.g.,  combined 
arms  studies). 

(2)  The  OMNIBUS  contract  can  appear  very  attractive  to  a 
sponsor  in  need  of  help  because  of  the  advantages  it  offers: 

(a)  Shortens  the  contracting  process  significantly  for  in- 
dividual study  tasks. 

(b)  Similarly,  paperwork  requirements  are  greatly  reduced. 
(One  "class  D$F“  and  one  RFP  does  all.) 

(c)  Sponsor  obtains  dedicated  talent  and  precowraitted  ef- 
fort in  support  of  his  study  program. 

(d)  The  contractor  works  as  an  extension  of  the  Army  spon- 
sor. His  work  on  multiple  study  projects  can  be  redirected  with 
little  effort  to  satisfy  changing  priorities. 

(3)  Experience  has  taught  that  OMNIBUS  contracts  carry  sev- 
eral actual  or  potential  problems. 

(a)  Decreased  management  control  and  greater  arfminstratlve 
complexity  characterize  the  OMNIBUS  contract.  The  smaller  study 
projects  do  not  get  HQDA  review  as  they  might  when  proposed  for  an 
individual  contract  effort.  The  multiplicity  of  Contracting  Of- 
ficers' Representatives  (CORs)  (usually  a different  COS  for  each 
task)  can  seriously  complicate  the  required  liaison  between  the 
Army  contracting  office  and  the  contractor.  The  administration 
involved  in  monitoring  payments  under  an  OMNIBUS  arrangement  is 
extremely  difficult. 

(b)  The  contractor's  capacity  for  quick  reaction  can 
nasily  be  overtaxed.  The  sponsor  finds  that  it  is  a useful  cap- 
ability and  then  begins  to  impose  more  demands  for  urgent  re- 
sponses than  can  be  handled. 
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(c)  The  arrangement  gives  the  appearance  of  a scheme  to 
provide  continuing  study  efi.: ts  to  a favored  contractor.  The 
contractor  is  often  provided  office  space  within  the  sponsor's  or- 
ganization, and  his  personnel  can  1 earn  much  about  the  Army's 
methods  and  study  needs  from  both  the  day-to-day  contacts  and  the 
opportunities  for  "official"  visits  and  travel.  Through  this  su- 
perior knowledge,  the  contractor  is  perceived  as  havng  an  advant- 
age in  bidding  for  other  contracts  and  for  renewal  of  the  OMNIBUS 
contract.  Other  contractors  resent  this  advantage  and  complain  to 
the  authorities. 

(d)  Under  the  multiyear  OMNIBUS  contract,  the  contractor's 
personnel  tend  to  gain  seniority  over  the  sponsor's.  This  leads 
to  increased  influence  to  the  pes,nt  where  the  contractor  can  take 
over  the  momentum  for  creativity  in  one  sponsoring  organization's 
study  program. 

(4)  The  Army's  most  prominent  OMNIBUS  arrangement  has  been 
at  Ft.  Leavenwortn,  where  CACDA  and  its  predecessor  agencies  were 
supported  by  a :eries  of  contractors  throughout  most  of  the  1960s 
and  1970s.  The  last  competitive  award  was  made  In  mid-1973. 

After  thren  annual  renewals  the  contract  was  allowed  to  expire. 

The  Army  1 uitracting  office  (HDL)  applied  much  of  the  pressure  for 
terminating  the  OMNIBUS  arrangement. 

(5)  Even  with  today's  reduced  contract  study  funding,  an 
OMNIBUS  contract  similar  to  the  Ft,  Leavenworth  program  would  ac- 
count for  only  a small  share  of  the  total  program,  A review  of 
that  contract  for  FY  74  and  75  shows  that  new  study  tasks  were  as- 
signed at  an  average  rate  of  one  per  month,  and  that  they  averaged 
about  $100,000  each  while  ranging  from  $9,000  to  $300,000,  At 
these  levels,  adoption  of  one  (or  even  two)  such  OMNIBUS  contracts 
would  mean  a mixture  of  the  current  -ystem  and  OMNIBUS,  with  the 
bulk  of  the  study  program  still  banated  under  the  contract-by- 
contruct  process. 

d.  A New  Army  FCRC.  Another  alternative  to  the  current  pro- 
cess would  be  to  establish  a new  (Study  and  Analysis)  FCRC  under 
Army  sponsorship. 

(1)  FCRCs  are  sponsored  by  agencies 1 because  of  the  need 
for. 

(a)  Objectivity  and  rreedom  from  conflicts  of  Interest. 

(b)  Intimate  familiarity  with  the  sponsoring  agencies  ac- 
tivities and  needs. 
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(c)  A high  degree  of  expertise  and  interdisciplinary  cap- 
ability. 

(d)  A capacity  to  provide  a quick  response  to  the  spon- 
sor's needs. 

(2)  FCRCs  typically  have  a special  Interdependent  and  contin- 
uing relationship  (usually  five  years  or  more)  with  the  sponsoring 
agency. 

(3)  The  Army  terminated  its  FCRC  relationship  with  Research 
Analysis  Corp  (RAC)  in  1972,  after  nearly  a quarter  or  a century 
of  sponsoring  RAC  (1961-72)  and  its  predecessor,  the  Johns  Hopkins 
University  Operations  Research  Office  (0R0)  (1948-61).  Termina- 
tion occurred  for  a combination  of  reasons,  including: 

(a)  Congressional  cuts  in  funding  with  resultant  reduc- 
tions in  RAC  staff. 

(b)  Army's  announced  intention  to  bul T d up  in-hjuse  cap- 
ability to  handle  50  percent  of  work  performed  by  RAC, 

(c)  Industrial  pressure  to  spread  study  contracts  to  out- 
side contractors, 

(4)  An  FCRC  contractor  must  be  a certain  size  in  order  to 
address  the  full  scope  of  problems  encountered  by  its  sponsor. 

OSO  estimates  that  40  to  50  dedicated  professionals  would  be  the 
minimum  size  that  could  perform  an  FCRC  role  for  a major  head- 
quarters organization.  In  the  mid-1960s  the  Army’s  RAC  work  pro- 
gram amounted  to  250  PHY/year,  and  represented  about  30  percent  of 
the  out-of-house  effort  at  the  time.  A minimum  size  FCRC  of  50 
professionals  currently  would  cost  roughly  $4.0  million/year, 

(5)  In  order  to  adopt  this  FCRC  alternative,  the  Army  would 
have  to  accomplish  the  following: 

(a)  Develop  justification  that  the  FCRC  is  needed  because 
neither  the  private  sector  (other  than  an  FCRC)  nor  in-house 
facilities  can  meet  its  requirements. 

(b)  Convince  OSO,  OHB  and  Congress  of  the  validity  of  the 
proposal. 

(c)  Locate  and  successfully  negotiate  with  a suitable  ad- 
ministrator (preferably,  university  or  other  non-profit)  who  can 
demonstrate  a potential  ability  to  fulfill  the  Army's  require- 
ments . 
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e.  Existing  FCRCs.  A seemingly  plausible  and  simpler  idea 
than  establishing  a new  FCRC  would  be  to  use  existing  DOD  spon- 
sored FCRCs  to  perform  a portion  of  the  Army's  study  program. 

(1)  A similar  practice  is  well  established,  with  the  FCRC 
System  Engineering  Centers  and  Laboratories  supporting  selected 
Army  programs.  These  are  typically  hardware  related  programs  such 
as  operation  of  the  Kwajallan  Missile  Range,  and  other  elements  of 
the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  (BMD)  program.  The  proposed  FY  79 
use  of  these  FCRC  accounts  Is  as  follows: 


FCRC 

$ (THOUS ) 

Aerospace 

2,850 

MITRE 

4,600 

Lincoln  Laboratory 

13,760 

Arn\y  Total 

$21,210 

The  Army  Is  responsible  for  funding  this  FCRC  work  within  Its  own 
budget.  Other  examples  of  this  type  of  work  include  system  engi- 
neering of  NATO  communications  and  the  extensive  evaluation  In  the 
field  of  PERSHING  survivability. 

(2)  The  possibility  of  adopting  a similar  arrangement  to 
permit  Arn\y  use  of  the  existing  Study  and  Analysis  FCRCs  was  re- 
viewed with  OSD,  The  possibility  of  accomplishing  this  Is  not 
considered  good  either  by  OSD  authorities  or  by  the  HQDA  (ODCSRDA) 
liaison  to  Defense  R&E.  Some  of  the  major  reasons; 

(a)  Army  would  have  to  gain  appropriation  for  Increased 
study  and  analysis  activity. 

(b)  FCRCs  (SSA)  would  need  to  have  their  ceilings  lifted 
or  the  sponsors  would  have  to  agree  to  give  up  a share  of  their 
FCRC  support.  The  latter  seems  unlikly  since  all  have  been  se- 
verely reduced  In  recent  years. 

(c)  The  experience  and  background  of  the  surviving  FCRCs 
Is  not  well  matched  to  the  problems  and  challenges  In  the  Army 
study  prog; am, 

H-5.  FINDINGS,  a.  The  In/Out-House  Balance.  The  statistics  of 
the  oast  decade  show  a 10  percent  gain  for  the  Army's  In-house 
an v‘  deal  effort,  and  an  80  percent  reduction  in  amount  of  con- 
tract support.  The  combined  effect  of  these  changes  has  been  a 


shift  from  an  out-of-house  share  of  more  than  30  percent  of  the 
total  study  effort  to  less  than  10  percent  currently.  This  dras- 
tic shift  from  an  historical  balance  that  seemed  to  work  well 
could,  alone,  support  the  view  that  the  in/out-house  ratio  has  be- 
come imbalanced.  When  this  view  is  combined  with  the  consensus  of 
perceptions  throughout  DOD  that  there  Is  too  little  contractor  ef- 
fort on  Army  studies  and  other  considerations,  the  argument  to 
change  the  current  balance  is  enhanced.  The  remedy  would  be  to 
restore  some  of  the  more  than  500  professional  man-years  of  con- 
tractor support  that  have  been  lost  to  the  Army's  annual  contrac- 
tor study  effort  since  1969. 

b.  Assessment  of  Contract  Support  Alternatives 

(1)  The  current  method  for  obtaining  contract  support  is 
characterized  by  excessive  time  spent  in  making  a contract  award, 
and  by  a commonly  perceived  inefficiency  in  terms  of  the  amount  of 
effort  required  for  documentation  and  staff  work  in  contrast  to 
the  amount  of  contractor  effort  obtained.  Improvements  to  the 
current  system  are  clearly  worthwhile  under  any  circumstances,  and 
all  of  the  ideas  for  expediting  the  process  deserve  serious  con- 
sideration. 

(2)  The  Army  could  enter  into  an  OMNIBUS  type  contract 
whenever  it  feels  the  advantages  outweigh  the  disadvantages.  How- 
ever, if  it  were  patterned  after  the  recent  Ft.  Leavenworth  ar- 
rangement, it  would  still  be  only  a small  part  of  the  total  pro- 
gram which  would  be  largely  unchanged  from  the  current  system. 

(3)  An  attractive  option  to  the  Army  for  enhancing  the  re- 
sponsiveness, quality  and  effectiveness  of  contract  support  would 
be  the  establishment  of  a new  Army-sponsored  analytical  FCRC, 

Some  of  the  more  important  considerations  of  the  FCRC  alternative 
are  noted  below. 

(a)  The  Army  is  alone  in  not  sponsoring  a study  and  analy- 
sis FCRC.  The  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  OSD  continue  their  dedicated 
FCRC  arrangements,  all  at  a level  of  100  to  150  PHY.  FCRCs  are 
still  well  regarded  in  the  technical  community.  In  1976  the  De- 
fense Science  Board  reviewed  FCRCs  (again)  and  endorsed  their 
continued  use  by  DOD  and  the  Services.  Also  in  1976  the  DDR&E 
argued  strongly  that  the  Army  needed  an  FCRC,  Clearly,  many  OSD 
officials  still  agree, 

(b)  There  will  be  Congressional  difficulties  with  starting 
a new  FCRC.  Uncertain  year-to-year  funding  is  one  potential  prob- 
lem. Beyond  that,  Congress  has  been  critical  of  FCRCs  for  some 
years  and  has  consistently  sought  funding  cuts  to  limit  what  some 
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regard  as  unwarranted  growth,  excessive  salaries  and  fringe  bene- 
fits, and  high  corporate  costs* 

(c)  An  even  earlier  obstacle  to  establishing  a new  FCRC 
could  be  the  general  policies  of  the  Government  on  Research  and 
Development  Acquisitions.  A draft  QMB  policy  document,  based  on 
the  National  Science,  Engineering  and  Technology  Policy  Act  of 
1976  (Public  Law  94-282),  and  intended  to  be  used  in  conjunction 
with  0MB  Circular  No,  A-109  proposes  the  following  policy  guide- 
lines: 

"Agencies  will  carefully  consider  other  alterna- 
tives before  establishing  an  FCRC,  Preferred  al- 
ternatives for  obtaining  support  of  agency  require- 
ments will  be  considered  in  the  following  order: 

(1)  Use  of  the  private  sector,  including  nonprofit 
organizations,  other  than  FCRCs. 

(2)  Use  of  in-house  agency  capability  or  existing 
FCRCs. 

(3)  Establishment  of  a new  FCRC." 

(d)  It  has  been  seventeen  years  since  the  last  time  a DOD- 
sponsored  FCRC  was  established. 

(4)  Use  of  existing  study  and  analysis  FCRCs  would  be  se- 
verely hampered  by  the  limitations  on  total  programs  (ceilings). 


APPENDIX  I 

ANALYSIS  OF  ARMY  MANPOWER/PERSONNEL  STUDIES  CAPABILITY 


M.  APPROACH,  a.  The  approach  to  this  analysis  of  manpower  and 
personnel  studies  was  essentially  subjective.  The  types  and 
sources  of  information  were: 

(1)  Notes  of  interviews  with  members  of  Office,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Army  (Manpower  and  Reserve  Affairs)  and  Office, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs  and 
Logistics)  made  by  the  Study  Group  leaders.' 

(2)  Interviews  with  members  of  Office,  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (M&RA),  the  Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel 
(ODCSPER),  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army,  and  Directorate 
of  Program  Analysis  and  Evaluation  (DPA&E),  Office,  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  Army. 

(3)  Responses  to  the  Study  Group  survey  of  the  Army  study 
and  analysis  community. 

(4)  Agency  briefings  to  and  discussions  with  the  Study 
Group. 

(5)  Study  Group  members'  personal  knowledge  of  the  operation 
of  the  ODCSPER  study  program  and  the  program  of  the  Army  Research 
Institute  for  the  Behavioral  and  Social  Sciences  (ARI). 

b.  The  examination  of  manpower/personnel  analytical  capability 
began  with  a perception  based  on  a(l)  above,  to  the  effect  that 
existing  capabilities  and  processes  were  Inadequate  to  meet  Army 
needs  and  requirements.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  appendix  to  de- 
scribe current  capabilities  and  procedures  for  analyses  in  the 
manpower/personnel  area  and  to  comment  upon  perceived  deficiencies 
and  omissions  therein. 

1-2.  BACKGROUND.  The  ODCSPER  has  not  had  an  tn-house  studies  and 
analysis  capability  since  the  abolition  of  the  Directorate  of  Per- 
sonnel Studies  and  Research  in  December  1969.  Following  the  dis- 
establishment of  that  capability,  the  ODCSPER  approach  to  studies 
and  analyses  was  to  embed  the  capability  within  each  Internal  or- 
ganizational element  as  required  to  perform  the  normal  staff  func- 
tion of  the  element.  In  short,  studies  and  analyses  were  viewed 
as  an  Integral  and  continuing  part  of  staff  action  rather  than  as 
intermittent  external  support.  Studies  of  broader  or  more  long- 
range  Issues  were  handled  as  normal  staff  actions,  through  ad  hoc 
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Study  Groups  or  through  other  mechanisms  generally  available  out- 
side ODCSPER.  A small  studies  office  continued  to  handle  the 
ODCSPER  portion  of  the  Army  Study  System  and  feed  ODCSPER  require- 
ments into  that  system.  To  that  office  In  1974  was  added  staff 
monitorship  of  the  personnel  and  training  research  and  development 
program  conducted  by  the  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Behavioral 
arid  Social  Sciences  (ARI). 

1-3.  CURRENT  CAPABILITIES,  a.  At  DA  Headquarters  level,  re- 
quirements for  manpower  and/or  personnel  studies  are  most  fre- 
quently generated  from  within  Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Personnel  (ODCSPER)  or  are  levied  on  ODCSPER.  Depending  upon  the 
subject,  expertise  required,  and  time  available,  ODCSPER  under- 
takes those  matters  that  cannot  be  handled  as  normal  staff  actions 
in  one  of  the  following  ways: 

(1)  Ad  Hoc  Study  Group.  A group  of  officers  and/or  civil- 
ians from  appropriate  sections  of  ODCSPER  are  assigned  full-  or 
part-time  to  address  the  problem.  The  study  group  is  usually 
given  tasking  authority  in  order  to  get  needed  input  from  elements 
of  ODCSPER  and  from  field  operating  agencies.  A completion  date, 
usually  short  term,  is  assigned, 

(2)  Other  Army  Agencies.  A study  of  large  scope  and  short 
duration,  requiring  a sizeable  number  of  people  for  a brief  pe- 
riod, may  be  farmed  out  to  TRADOC.  If  the  subject  is  other  than 
training,  the  resources  of  the  Army  Administration  Center  (ADMINCEN) 
are  likely  to  be  called  upon.  If  the  subject  is  training,  the 
study  will  most  likely  be  assigned  to  a TRADOC  school.  These  ele- 
ments are  not  Included  within  the  survey  of  Army  analytical  cap- 
abilities discussed  earlier  In  this  report.  For  study  and  analy- 
sis requirements  not  appropriate  to  the  TRADOC  mission,  an  effort 

Is  made  to  have  another  Army  agency  conduct  the  work.  The  Con- 
cepts Analysis  Agency  (CAA),  the  Engineer  Study  Center  (ESC),  and 
the  Army  War  College  have  conducted  studies  for  ODCSPER, 

(3)  Contract  Study.  If  the  required  study  resources  exceed 
those  available  from  within  ODCSPER  and  time  permits,  those  study 
requirements  not  referred  to  another  Army  agency  are  submitted 
under  the  provisions  of  AR  5-5  as  candidates  for  the  Army  contract 
studies  program. 

b.  Field  Operating  Agencies.  Conforming  to  the  practice  of 
embedding  analytical  capability  within  functional  elements,  both 
the  Military  Personnel  Center  (MILPERCEN)  and  the  US  Army  Recruit- 
ing Command  (USAREC),  Field  Operating  Agencies  of  ODCSPER,  contain 
analysis  elements  in  support  of  their  mission  and  functions. 

These  elements  are  Included  within  the  survey  of  Army  analytical 
capabilities  discussed  earlier  in  this  report. 
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c.  Research  and  Development.  If  the  problem  or  analytical 
requirement  includes  a sizeable  demand  for  behavioral  science  ex- 
pertise, human  performance  data,  or  an  experimental  approach,  the 
effort  may  be  included  within  the  research  and  development  program 
of  ARI.  In  addition,  ARI  frequently  and  routinely  furnishes  sci- 
entific and  technical  support  to  Arn\y  and  OSD  staff,  special  study 
groups,  and  to  Army  field  activities.  The  ARI  is  also  included 
within  the  survey  discussed  earlier  In  this  report. 

1-4.  DISCUSSION,  a.  Current  Capabilities.  The  interviews 
within  ODCSPER  Indicated  no  great  ground  swell  of  dissatisfaction 
with  existing  analysis  capabilities  and  procedures.  Areas  for  im- 
provement were  recognized  and  are  discussed  later  in  this  section. 
The  estimated  level  of  ODCSPER  study  effort  under  AR  5-5  for  the 
last  five  years  shows  the  following  pattern: 


In-house 

Contract 

FY 

(PMY) 

($K) 

74 

54.2 

1,012.6 

75 

47.1 

1,285.2 

76 

117.8 

449.9 

77 

24.1 

403.3 

78 

29.5 

438.  Q 

The  practice  of  embedding  the  analytical  capability  within  the 
ODCSPER  Internal  staff  elements  has  the  advantage  of  putting 
highly  experienced  analysts  close  to  the  real  problems.  Further- 
more, they  are  In  position  to  immediately  apply  analytical  find- 
ings to  operational  problems,  The  practice  has  the  disadvantage 
of  fragmenting  analytical  capability,  leaving  no  capability  to  ad- 
dress broader  issues  cutting  across  several  functional  areas. 
Successive  staff  reductions  have  hastened  the  well-known  process 
by  which  operational  urgency  overcomes  concern  for  future  prob- 
lems, The  result  is  that  the  analysts  have  largely  become  the 
staff  managers  of  the  functions  they  analyze,  thereby  eliminating 
any  capacity  for  addressing  longer  range  Issues.  In  one  effort  to 
counter  this  trend,  the  Human  Resources  Directorate  of  ODCSPER  es- 
tablished a Human  Resources  Analysis  Team.  This  two-man  team  pro- 
vides a small  analytical  capability  in  support  of  the  Directorate. 
Missing  from  the  existing  arrangements  available  in  ODCSPER  is  a 
capability  for  quick  reaction  on  analyses  exceeding  the  capacity 
and  competence  of  Incumbent  staff. 
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On  the  other  hand,  representatives  of  ASA(MARA),  DPAAE , and  the 
ASD (MRA&L ) perceived  Army  analysis  capabilities  as  less  than  sat- 
isfactory in  the  manpower  and  personnel  area.  Examples  given  of 
topics  In  which  Army  analysis  was  not  adequate  to  the  need  were  In 
the  Army  reply  to  the  report  of  the  President's  Commission  on 
Military  Compensation,  Army  aviator  requirements,  and  the  number 
of  ROTC  scholarships.  The  manpower  models,  ELIM/COMPLIP,  and  mar- 
ket analysis  for  recruiting  were  cited  as  strong  points  of  current 
Army  capabilities. 

Study  survey  results  show  the  following  professional  personnel 
engaged  In  analytic  activity  related  to  the  manpower/personnel 
area: 


Agency  No.  of  Professionals  Doing  Analysis 


MILPERCEN 

48 

USAREC 

10 

ADMINCEN 

38 

Total 

96 

If  to  these  we  generously  add  seven  spaces  from  within  ODCSPER  In- 
cluding overhead  personnel,  and  further  add  the  241  professional 
personnel  from  ARI  (most  of  whom  are  not  engaged  In  what  we  would 
call  studies  and  analyses),  It  could  be  asserted  that  as  many  as 
334  of  the  total  of  2,462  professionals  In  the  Army  analytic  com- 
munity are  devoted  to  manpower  and  personnel  analysis.  This  works 
out  to  approximately  14  percent.  The  survey  also  showed  that  ap- 
proximately 10  percent  of  the  total  effort  surveyed  Is  related  to 
training  while  4 percent  is  related  to  personnel,  for  a total  of 
14  percent  devoted  to  the  "people"  area  In  the  broadest  possible 
sense.  Perhaps  more  enlightening  is  a breakout  by  agency  of  the 
fiscal  year  1978  funding  devoted  to  manpower  and  personnel. 


Agency  FY  78  ($  In  thousands) 


ADMINCEN 

2,465 

MILPERCEN 

1,975 

USAREC 

552 

Army  Study  Program 

438 

ARI 

21,044 

Total 

26,474 
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Thus,  of  the  $139  million  total  effort  included  in  the  survey, 
$26.5  million  is  directed  at  the  manpower/personnel  area.  The 
critical  point  is  that  these  survey  figures  show  the  grand  total 
of  the  Army's  resources  committed  to  the  scientific,  technologi- 
cal, and  analytical  support  of  manpower  and  personnel.  The  total 
includes  the  research  and  development  effort  related  to  training, 
personnel  testing,  performance  assessment,  personnel  management, 
and  related  topics.  In  short,  this  Is  all  there  is.  In  other 
areas  of  science  and  engineering,  i.e, , In  the  technologies  of  ma- 
teriel development,  the  numerous  laboratories  of  DARCOM,  plus 
those  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  provide  the  Army  with  alternative 
sources  of  talent  and  considerable  breadth  and  depth  of  techno- 
logical resources.  Comparable  alternatives  and  depth  of  backup 
resources  for  addressing  Army  manpower/personnel  problems  do  not 
exist. 


b.  Needed  Improvements.  From  this  all  too  limited  review,  one 
gains  the  impression  that  improvements  In  several  areas  would  be 
useful  in  the  conduct  of  the  Army  analysis  program.  One  area  for 
improvement  is  in  the  responsiveness  of  the  analysis  process  to 
the  Interests  of  0ASA(M&RA).  Officials  In  that  office  perceived 
present  practices  as  weak  and  inadequate  for  meeting  current  Army 
needs,  the  proposal  made  elsewhere  in  this  report,  to  Include 
OASA(MSRA)  representation  on  the  Study  Program  Review  Council, 
would  provide  0ASA(M&RA)  more  direct  Involvement  in  the  Improved 
Army  study  process  recommended  by  this  Study  Group.  Another  area 
for  Improvement  is  to  overcome  the  lack  of  an  element  vested  with 
responsibility  for  forethought  In  formulating  study  guidance  and 
for  forecasting  study  requirements  In  the  manpower  and  personnel 
studies  areas.  The  present  annual  "dragnet"  process  acquires  the 
specific  problems  of  functional  elements  of  the  staff  but  does  not 
elicit  the  broader,  more  far-reaching  questions. 

Still  another  area  for  improvement  concerns  those  analyses 
needed  to  support  Army  requirements  or  positions  in  the  context  of 
the  Planning,  Programing  and  Budgeting  System  (PPBS),  Examples  of 
topics  mentioned  as  needing  analysis  were  military  retirement,  the 
size  of  the  training  base,  personnel  and  manpower  Impacts  of  hard- 
ware, and  force  structure  modernization.  A related  weakness  was 
highlighted  by  recent  emphasis  on  "affordability."  Although  guid- 
ance documents  have  long  required  attention  to  the  qualitative  and 
quantitative  personnel  requirements  of  new  materiel  and  to  deter- 
mination of  the  training  requirements  associated  therewith,  in 
practice  the  attention  is  frequently  Insufficient  or  nonexistent. 
Furthermore,  the  conversion  of  information  into  manpower  data,  the 
aggregation  of  such  data,  and  analysis  thereof  for  projected  im- 
pact on  future  force  requirements  needs  considerably  more  empha- 
sis, Analyses  of  the  personnel  and  training  implications  of  new 
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equipment  items  appear  to  fall  within  the  purview  of  AMSAA  and 
TRASANA,  while  analysis  of  the  projected  impact  on  future  force 
requirements  seems  a proper  concern  of  ODCSPER. 

c.  Alternatives 

(1)  One  approach  to  enhancing  Army  study  capability  is  to 
attempt  to  Increase  the  output  of  the  present  system  through  In- 
ternal organizational  and  procedural  changes  and  an  Infusion  of 
additional  money  with  no  Increase  In  the  total  number  of  personnel 
spaces  allocated  to  the  effort.  For  example,  It  could  be  argued 
that  the  manpower/personnel  analytical  capability  within  ODCSPER 
and  its  Field  Operating  Agencies  is  overly  fragmented  and  that 
some  centralization  would  Increase  efficiency  and  effectiveness. 

A serious  examination  of' that  approach  was  not  undertaken  as  part 
of  this  study.  Such  an  approach  must  show  that  advantages  gained 
in  the  change  clearly  outweigh  the  advantages  lost.  The  consid- 
eration that  ODCSPER  and  TRADQC  are  presently  directing  toward  an 
expanded  analytical  capability  at  ADMINCEN  Is  a realistic  example 
of  this  approach. 

(2)  Another  way  to  get  more  studies  and  analyses  from  cur- 
rent resources  is  to  transfer  resources  from  research  and  develop- 
ment into  studies.  This  requires  a conscious  decision  that  the 
Army  is  conducting  manpower, 'personnel  related  research  and  devel- 
opment that  it  needs  less  than  it  needs  additional  studies  and 
analyses  in  the  same  field.  Such  an  approach  leads  to  the  loss  of 
research  and  development  funding  for  the  transferred  resources, 
with  support  being  picked  up  by  DMA  studies  funding.  Given  the 
present  attitude  of  Congress,  the  approach  entails  serious  risk  of 
net  loss  of  .funds  for  the  manpower/personnel  research  and  analyses 
combination.  The  point  is  that  the  risk  should  not  be  ignored, 
and  subsequent  Army  actions  should  be  designed  to  reduce  the  risk. 
One  example  of  this  approach  would  reduce  funding  and  spaces  from 
the  research  and  development  program  of  ARI  and  add  spaces  and  new 
funding  to  the  program  of  CAA  for  the  purpose  of  performing  man- 
power/personnel analyses.  In  practice,  ODCSPER  direct  control 
over  these  former  resources  of  ARI  would  convert  to  a "llne-of- 
credit"  guaranteeing  ODCSPER  access  to  CAA  for  manpower/personnel 
analyses. 

A second  Illustration  of  this  approach  is  to  alter  the  mission 
of  ARI  to  include  manpower/personnel  studies  and  analyses  as  well 
as  behavioral  sciences  research  and  development.  Such  an  action 
would  again  result  in  loss  of  RDT&E  funding  of  the  converted 
portion  of  ARI  and  the  same  risk  of  net  loss  of  funds.  Reducing 
personnel  performance  and  training  research  and  development  by  re- 
moving spaces  and  money  from  the  ARI  program  and  concurrently 
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adding  a study/analysis  mission  to  ARI  represents  a reduction  in 
research  and  development  that,  as  yet,  has  not  been  justified. 

The  size  of  the  implied  resource  transfer  merits  more  complete  and 
careful  consideration  of  the  actual  losses  and  the  potential  gains 
involved. 

(3)  A third  approach  is  to  strengthen  the  Army  manpower/per- 
sonnel analysis  capability  through  additional  resources  from  out- 
side the  existing  manpower/personnel  community.  Indeed,  this  can 
be  interpreted  as  the  thrust  of  some  of  the  Interviews  with  key 
officials.  However,  such  an  approach  can  be  carried  out  only  at 
the  expense  of  some  other  area  of  Army  endeavor.  The  Study  Group 
did  not  believe  that  the  manpower/personnel  analysis  merited 
strengthening  at  the  expense  of  another  area  of  study. 

1-5.  FINDINGS,  a.  In  general,  the  study  requirements  which  have 
been  established  by  ODCSPER  have  been  met  effectively  and  effi- 
ciently. There  is  currently  no  backlog  of  validated  study  re- 
quirements other  than  those  proposed  for  Initiation  In  FY  79  and 
FY  80. 


b.  There  is  lacking  a quick  reaction  capability  to  address 
Army  manpower/personnel  problems  which  exceed  the  capabilities  of 
the  Incumbent  ODCSPER  staff, 

c.  Absent  is  an  effective  capability  to  pull  together  those 
analyses  that  cut  across  functional  lines,  to  formulate  study 
guidance,  and  to  forecast  analytical  requirements  on  the  broader 
and/or  larger  range  Issues  related  to  manpower  and  personnel. 

d.  Analyses  supporting  Army  manpower/personnel  Issues  in  the 
POM  have  not  always  been  adequate. 

e.  There  is  no  accessible  capability  to  conduct  the  broader 
and  longer  range  manpower/personnel  analyses. 

f.  ODCSPER  and  TRADOC  are  exploring  means  to  enhance  capabili- 
ties at  ADMINCEN  Human  Resources  Development  to  achieve  the  goal 
of  Institutionalizing  personnel  management. 

g.  Personnel  and  training  aspects  of  materiel  item  analysis 
need  strong  emphasis  to  support  ^affordability"  and  force  struc- 
ture analysis. 

h.  Manpower  models  ELIM/C0MPL1P  and  market  analysis  for  re- 
cruiting are  seen  as  strong  points  of  current  Army  capabilities. 


1-7 


■ >-  *a».'  v'l**  - 


APPENDIX  J 
MILITARY  ANALYSTS 


J-l.  INTRODUCTION.  Army  studies  and  analyses  represent  the  work 
of  a group  of  personnel  defined  somewhat  loosely  and  called  ana- 
lysts. Tne  universe  includes  military  and  civilians  with  a vari- 
ety of  specialties  and  civilian  series.  The  results  of  the  study 
group  survey  Indicate  that  30  percent  of  the  personnel  working  in 
analysis  are  Military  OPMS  Specialty  49,  Operations  Research/Sys- 
tems Analysis.  This  appendix  will  address  the  management  of  this 
group  of  analysts. 

J-2.  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM.  Management  of  military  personnel 
is  centralized  at  US  Army  Military  Personnel  Center  (MILPERCEN). 
MILPERCEN  i s responsible  for  the  accession,  training/education, 
development,  and  assignment  of  all  officers  except  the  special 
branches,  e.g.,  medical,  chaplain,  etc.  Prior  to  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  Officer  Personnel  Management  System  (OPMS)  in  1975, 
military  OR  analysts  were  designated  by  the  Military  Occupational 
Specialty  8700.  In  addition,  there  was  an  Operations  Research/ 
Systems  Analysis  speelal  career  program  established  on  a voluntary 
basis.  With  the  introduction  of  OPMS,  the  ORSA  career  program  and 
all  others  like  It  were  discontinued. 

a.  Officer  Personnel  Management  System  (OPMS).  OPMS  was  im- 
plemented in  1975  as  a means  of  providing  qualified  officers  to 
fill  Artt\y  needs,  particularly  at  the  O-5/0-6  level.  The  "general- 
ist" philosophy  in  developing  officers  often  left  the  Army  unable 
to  fill  highly  specialized  requirements  with  officers  Qualified  by 
previous  training  and/or  experience.  uPHS  was  designed  to  over- 
come this  shortcoming  by  assigning  and  training  officers  on  a re- 
petitive basis  In  two  career  fields  called  specialties.  One  spe- 
cialty, called  the  primary  specialty,  Is  assigned  upon  entry  to 
active  duty  and  is  normally  related  to  the  officer's  branch.  The 
second,  alternate  specialty,  is  assigned  during  the  eighth  year  of 
service.  The  alternate  specialty  is  normally  one  designated  as  an 
"advanced  entry"  specialty.  Specialty  49,  Operations  Research/ 
Systems  Analysis  (ORSA),  is  an  advanced  entry  specialty.  Only  a 
few  officers  have  ORSA  as  their  primary  specialty,  The  assignment 
philosophy  of  OPMS  is  that  an  officer  becomes  qualified  in  his 
primary  specialty  during  his  first  eight  years  of  service  although 
he  may  have  assignments  in  some  other  specialty  area  including  his 
subsequently  designated  alternate  specialty.  After  the  eighth 
year  of  service,  assignments  ideally  would  alternate  between  the 
specialties.  It  is  recognized  that  this  ideal  is  not  always  pos- 
sible due  to  specialty  combinations  which  have  differing 
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requirements  at  different  grades,  shortages  in  some  specialties, 
and  the  requirements  to  fill  positions  which  are  not  specialty  re- 
lated, i.e.,  RQTC  instructor. 

b.  Specialty  Qualification.  Qualification  requirements  for 
the  specialties  are  contained  in  AR  611-1Q1,  For  QRSA,  the  quali- 
fications required  by  the  regulation  are: 

(1)  Must  have  an  academic  background  and/or  experience  in 
QRSA,  economics,  systems  engineering,  systems  analysis,  mathemat- 
ics, logic,  management,  or  possess  a degree  in  engineering,  physi- 
cal science,  or  business  when  supported  by  a quantitative  analyti- 
cal background  such  as  linear  and  dynamic  programing,  inventory 
theory,  mathematical  models,  probability  theory,  queing  theory, 
statistical  analysis,  stochastic  processes,  and  ADP. 

(2)  Must  have  accomplished  one  of  the  following: 

a.  One  year  experience  or  formal  on-the-job  training  in 

QRSA. 

b.  Completed  an  appropriate  short  course  in  QRSA  such  as 
the  QRSA  Executive  Course  at  USALMC. 

The  requirements  for  qualification  are  not  strictly  enforced. 

c.  Education.  The  preferred  method  of  providing  QRSA  officers 
with  the  required  skills  has  been  and  Is  still  civil  graduate  edu- 
cation. Prior  to  1977,  the  only  other  formal  QRSA  training  was 
the  ORSA  Executive  Course,  taught  at  the  Arn\y  Logistics  Management 
Center.  This  three-week  course  was  designed  to  provide  managers 
with  an  appreciation  of  ORSA  techniques  and  capabilities.  In  re- 
cent years.  Congressional 1y  imposed  limitation  on  graduate  educa- 
tion has  severely  reduced  capability  to  educate  ORSA  officers- 
This  reduction  required  the  Army  to  utilize  tne  available  quotas 
carefully.  Procedures  were  implemented  which  allocated  quotas  to 
academic  disciplines  based  upon  the  ratio  of  the  required  number 
of  officers  to  fill  Ant\y  Education  Review  Board  (AERB)  validated 
positions  {i.e.,  positions  requiring  graduate  level  education)  to 
the  total  officers  available  within  the  discipline.  Additionally, 
a policy  was  established  that  an  officer  should  be  in  the  upper 
third  of  his  contemporaries  for  fully  funded  graduate  education. 
During  1977,  an  in-house  capabil ity  was  developed  at  Arrqy  Logis- 
tics Management  Center,  consisting  of  a twelve-week  course  to  pro- 
vide ORSA  training  for  the  following  categories  of  QRSA  officers: 
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(1)  Graduate  degree  in  a discipline  other  than  ORSA. 

(2)  Not  qualified  for  graduate  education. 

(3)  Not  yet  selected  for  graduate  education  (quota  non- 
availability, not  available  for  PCS  but  attend  course  TDY  and  re- 
turn to  station).  The  HQDA  proponent  for  the  specialty  mantains 
that  qualification  in  ORSA  requires  graduate  education  or  the 
equivalent. 

d.  Assignment  Policy.  The  assignment  policy  of  the  Army  is  to 
fill  Army  requirements  and  provide  professional  development.  An 
officer  is  expected  to  be  qualified  in  both  of  his  assigned  speci- 
alties with  qualification  in  the  primary  specialty  coming  first 
chronologically  (and,  in  reality,  in  Importance).  An  officer  is 
expected  to  be  assigned  in  one  of  his  two  specialties;  however, 
this  is  not  always  the  case,  as  discussed  in  paragraph  J-2a  above. 

(1)  Requirements  Determination.  Authorization  for  military 
personnel  is  controlled  by  HQDA  for  aggregate  requirements. 

Within  their  total  authorization,  an  agency  may  designate  the  spe- 
cially for  each  position  without  constraint  on  total  requirements 
for  each  specialty.  Positions  are  designated  by  the  principal  po- 
sition specialty  code,  a skill  Identifier  within  that  code,  and  a 
secondary  position  specialty  code  (if  applicable).  Activities  are 
supposed  to  use  AR  611-101  to  determine  which  specialty  most 
closely  matches  the  requirements  of  the  position.  Additional  spe- 
cial qualifications  can  be  specified  by  Additional  Skill  Identi- 
fiers (ASI). 

(2)  Priorities.  Authorized  spaces  In  the  Army  exceed  the 
number  of  personnel  available  to  fill  them,  creating  the  need  to 
establish  priorities.  The  priority  for  filling  positions  is  based 
on  the  Department  of  the  Army  Master  Priority  List  (DAMPL). 

J-3.  CURRENT  STATUS  OF  ANALYSTS,  a.  Description  of  Inventory. 
There  are  1616  officers  who  are  assigned  Specialty  Code  49,  ORSA, 
The  overall  quality  of  ORSA  officers  exceeds  that  of  the  total  of- 
ficer corps  as  evidenced  by  the  quality  indicators  shown  in  Table 
J-l.  The  27  percent  average  for  master's  degree  for  all  officers 
is  somewhat  misleading  as  all  officers  assigned  ORSA  specialty 
have  enough  service  to  have  had  the  time  to  obtain  a graduate  de- 
gree while  the  population  of  all  officers  Includes  many  who  have 
not.  Another  indication  of  quality  is  selection  for  promotion. 
Table  J-2  provides  a comparison  of  selection  rates  between  ORSA 
officers  and  all  officers. 
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Table  J-l.  Education  Levels 


Civilian  education 

Military  education 

Master's 

Bachelor's 

(COL/LTC) 

CGSC 

(COL/LTC) 

OPMD 

CM 

94% 

21% 

61% 

ORTA 

79% 

100% 

23% 

75% 

Table  J-2.  Promotion  Selection  Rates 


FY  77 

FY  78 

COL 

PZa(lst  t1me)/SZb 

LTC  ! 

! 

HAJ 

COL 

(PZ(lst  t1me)/SZ) 

LTC 

HAJ 

OPMD 

44.4/2.1 

67.1/4.8 

76.3/2.5 

Not  published 

59.5/4.9 

74.5/5.1 

ORSA 

, 58.3/3.4  87.7/28.6 

88.2/5.2 

87.0/13.0  87.6/11.9 

*PZ  is  primary  zone  for  selection. 
bS2  is  secondary  zone  for  selection. 


Professional  qualifications  of  QRSA  officers  are  difficult  to 
quantify.  A considerable  percentage  has  no  training  or  experi- 
ence. These  are  primarily  in  year  groups  which  have  recently  had 
alternate  specialties  designated.  The  Inventory  includes  officers 
with  masters  degrees  In  operations  research  (engineering  or  busi- 
ness), industrial  engineering,  or  systems  engineering.  This  rep- 
resents the  minimum  number  which  have  graduate  education  in  ORSA. 
An  additional  unknown  number  of  officers  were  given  graduate  edu- 
cation In  ORSA,  but  their  files  reflect  another  discipline.  This 
fact  results  from  schools  not  having  degrees  in  ORSA  but  awarding 
another  graduate  degree  although  the  curriculum  was  ORSA,  In  some 
Instances,  personnel  offices  coded  files  based  on  diplomas  or 
transcripts  which  reflected  the  degree  rather  than  the  curriculum. 
Other  officers  are  qualified  by  experience  and  training  rather 
than  by  graduate  degrees.  No  estimate  is  available,  but  a reason- 
able assumption  would  be  that  all  COu/LTC  In  the  specialty  are 
qualified  (at  1 ast  in  MILPERCEN's  view). 
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b.  Distribution  of  Assets.  MILPERCEN  assigns  officers  to  meet 
Army  needs  based  on  priorities  established  by  the  DAMPL  which  Is 
approved  by  the  Vice  Chief  of  Staff.  He  also  approves  the  desig- 
nation of  units/activities  as  "excepted  units"  which  are  to  be 
filled  at  100  percent  of  requirements.  The  assets  remaining  are 
distributed  by  mean'  of  the  Personnel  Priority  Model  (PPM),  the 
results  of  which  are  published  as  the  Officer  Distribution  Plan 
(OOP).  The  OOP  is  projected  to  permit  the  personnel  system  to 
react  to  the  plan. 

(1)  Authorizations 

(a)  Table  J-3  shows  that  the  requirements  for  ORSA  of- 
ficers, as  stated  in  authorization  documents,  is  732,  The  speci- 
alty is  different  from  most  in  that  requirements  are  concentrated 
in  TRADOC  ami  excepted  units,  mostly  in  the  Washington  area. 

TRADOC  is  authorized  44.4  percent  (325),  excepted  units  39.8  per- 
cent (291),  DARCOM  9.8  percent  (72),  and  all  others  6.0  percent 
(44). 


(b)  Many  positions  which  are  designated  ORSA  require  mini- 
mal ORSA  skills.  There  Is  currently  no  means  of  activities  Insur- 
ing that  assigned  officers  have  these  skills  without  requesting  an 
ORSA  officer.  The  results  are  wasted  resources  and  often  unhappy 
ORSA  officers.  Surveys  indicate  many  positions  require  skills  In 
only  probability  and  statistics.  A survey  made  by  an  NPS  student 
In  research  for  his  thesis  indicated  that  22  percent  of  Incumbents 
in  AERB  positions  spent  less  than  10  percent  of  their  time  In 
analysis  work  and  44  percent  spent  less  than  20  percent. 


(2)  Current  Fill.  Current  operating  strengths  are  also 
shown  in  Table  J-3,  They  represent  MILPERCEN  data  base  accounting 
by  control  specialty.  Control  specialty  is  the  specialty  in  which 
an  officer  Is  supposed  to  be  working  as  a result  of  assignment  by 
MILPERCEN  or  MILPERCEN  concurrence  with  activity  putting  an  of- 
ficer In  a duty  position  with  that  specialty.  There  Is  no  re- 
quirement that  an  officer's  control  specialty  be  either  his  pri- 
mary or  alternate.  Table  J-3  shows  that  more  than  one-fourth  of 
all  ORSA  positions  are  unfilled.  The  fraction  could  be  higher  as 
this  Is  based  on  control  specialty  rather  than  duty  specialty. 
There  Is  no  reliable  method  of  estimating  the  number  who  are 
qualified,  but  a survey  earlier  this  year  of  all  ORSA  AERB  posi- 
tions revealed  that  of  328  Incumbents  contacted,  27  percent  (87) 
did  not  have  ORSA  as  a specialty.  Only  54  percent  (177)  had  ORSA 
degrees. 
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Table  J-3.  Distribution  of  GRSA  Officers 


Command 

RQMT 

(PERSACS) 

OPD 

QDP/ 

RQMT 

OPR 

STGTH 

OPR/ 

RQMT 

OPR/ 

ODP 

Excepted 

269 

269 

100% 

224 

83.3% 

83.3% 

Organizations 

Adjutant 

General  2 

2 

100 

1 

50 

50 

USAREC 

6 

6 

100 

6 

100 

100 

BMDQ 

3 

3 

100 

2 

67 

67 

CSC 

5 

5 

100 

3 

60 

60 

USMA 

6 

6 

100 

5 

83 

83 

Europe 

16 

9 

56 

18 

112 

200 

EUSA 

1 

0 

0 

1 

100 

— 

FORSCOM 

10 

5 

50 

11 

110 

220 

TRADOC 

325 

147 

45 

212 

65 

144 

DARCOM 

72 

32 

44 

50 

69 

156 

Other 

17 

9 

53 

7 

41 

78 

Total 

732 

493 

67.3 % 

540 

73.8% 

109.5% 

(3)  Analysis  of  Fill.  Figure  0-1  illustrates  the  shortages 
and  suggests  some  possible  solutions.  The  figure  is  normalized  to 
the  number  of  ORSA  positions  required  for  fill  by  Army  officers. 
There  are  732  positions  to  be  filled  with  a population  of  1616  of- 
ficers giving  an  asset/requirtment  ratio  of  2,2.  The  most  gener- 
ally accepted  asset /requirement  ratio  to  fill  positions  is  2.4 
(used  In  determining  graduate  degree  quotas).  Using  this  ratio, 
an  officer  should  have  a utilization  rate  in  each  specialty  of  .42 
(1  2.4).  With  this  utilization  rate  the  fill  rate  with  our  cur- 
rent population  should  be  .92(2.2  x .42).  The  actual  fill  rate  is 
.74.  The  problem  is  even  more  severe  in  TRADOC  and  particularly 
in  the  schools  where  the  fill  rate  is  only  .54,  The  concentration 
of  shortages  at  TRADOC  Is  a result  of  the  high  proportion  of  re- 
quirements being  in  excepted  units— for  every  four  ORSA  officers 
not  provided,  three  are  for  TRADOC. 
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igure  J-l.  ORSA  Officer  Utilization 


(4)  Solution  Alternatives.  There  are  always  two  alterna- 
tives in  dealing  with  shortages— reducing  demand  or  increasing 
supply.  There  may  well  be  positions  which  do  not  require  ORSA  of- 
ficers, but  there  is  also  considerable  evidence  that  the  analyti- 
cal community  needs  more  qualified  people.  Demand  is  thus  un- 
likely to  be  reduced.  Increasing  the  supply  of  ORSA  officers  can 
be  accomplished  by  increasing  the  number  of  officers  with  the  spe- 
cialty, increasing  utilization  rate,  or  a combination  of  both. 

The  more  desirable  alternative  is  to  Increase  utilization  rates 
because  training  of  ORSA  officers  has  limitations  and  because  re- 
curring utilization  would  Improve  expertise  and  lead  to  better 
analysis.  The  assignment  of  ORSA  officers  to  third  specialty  po- 
sitions (some  of  which  are  specialty  immaterial)  appears  to  be  a 
significant  contributor  to  the  low  fill  rate.  In  the  following 
analysis,  we  assume  that  all  with  ORSA  control  specialty  are  ORSA 
and  that  all  officers  in  operational  commands  are  in  their  primary 
specialty  if  not  In  ORSA,  These  assumptions  lead  to  the  most  op- 
timistic estimates  for  the  number  of  officers  in  third  special- 
ties. 


Total  ORSA  Officers 

1616 

Less  ORSA  control 
and  school 

540 

203 

743 

Assigned  to  another  specialty 

873 

Less  assigned  to  0PM  Cmds,  not 
(Europe,  EUSA,  FORSCOM) 

ORSA 

445 

Remainder 

428 

It  is  recognized  that  some  of  the  428  are  assigned  to  duties  In 
their  primary  specialty,  l.e.,  battalion  commander  or  school  bat- 
talion in  TRADOC,  and  for  legitimate  professional  development 
duties  in  the  primary  specialty  (primary  specialty  is  used  to  de- 
note the  other  specialty  since  very  few  officers  have  ORSA  as  pri- 
mary). Assignment  to  third  specialty  is  particularly  prejudicial 
to  filling  positions  because  of  the  priority  now  recognized  In  the 
primary  specialty.  An  officer  assigned  to  a third  specialty  after 
a tour  in  his  primary  is  more  likely  to  be  assigned  back  In  his 
primary  rather  than  his  alternate.  The  alternate  thus  gets  only 
one  tour  In  four  rather  than  the  ideal  one  of  two,  A contributing 
factor  to  assignments  to  third  specialties  is  the  high  quality  of 
ORSA  officers.  Many  of  the  specialty  immaterial  positions  require 
high  quality  and  also  have  high  priority,  e.g.,  USMA  and  ROTC. 

Any  solution  which  Increases  the  utilization  rate  of  ORSA  officers 
will  have  to  severely  restrict  assignments  to  third  specialties. 
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(5)  Officer  Distribution  Plan  (ODP).  The  4th  quarter,  FY  79 
OOP  does  not  reflect  an  improving  situation.  Overall  support 
drops  to  87  percent  with  support  to  TRADOC  and  DARCOM  dropping  to 
44  to  45  percent, 

c.  Production  of  Analysts.  Officers  are  assigned  alternate 
specialties  during  the  eighth  year  of  service.  ORSA  designees 
range  from  100  to  115  per  year.  A few  of  these  are  qualified  by 
previous  training  or  are  currently  in  graduate  school,  but  most'1 
have  no  qualifications  except  the  prerequisite  academic  background 
for  specialty  designation.  Analysts  become  qualified  through 
graduate  education,  undergraduate  education,  ORSA  MAC  I at  ALMC, 
on-the-job  training,  or  a combination  of  the  above.  There  is  no 
standard  for  determining  specialty  qualification.  The  number  of 
officers  entering  graduate  school  in  QRSA  averaged  37  during  the 
years  1974  through  1977.  Quotas  for  1978  totaled  59.  In  addition 
to  fully  funded  programs,  the  cooperative  degree  program  at  CGSC 
also  produces  6 to  IQ  graduates  each  year.  Some  officers  also 
pursue  graduate  degrees  through  off-duty  study.  There  is  no  in- 
formation available  on  the  numbers  involved.  The  ORSA  MAC  I 
course  produced  44  graduates  for  the  first  two  classes.  Two 
classes  are  scheduled  each  year.  Figure  J-2  provides  the  recent 
history  and  projection  of  asset  production, 

J-4,  FINDINGS,  a.  Acquis 1:1 on/Product Ion  of  Analysts 

(1)  The  graduate  degree  method  for  training  analysts  is  not 
available  to  all  officers  assigned  the  specialty. 

(2)  Quotas  have  not  been  sufficient  to  send  all  designees  to 
graduate  school. 

(3)  Graduate  programs  vary  widely  with  no  standard  core  cur- 
riculum established, 

(4)  There  1 . minimal  In-house  capability  to  provide  continu- 
ing specialty  education/training. 
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b.  Distribution  of  Assets 


(1)  There  is  no  control  exercised  by  any  but  the  using  ac- 
tivity on  designating  the  specialty  or  series  for  positions.  It 
is  believed  that  some  positions  have  been  designated  SC49  In  order 
to  enhance  the  chances  of  having  top  quality  officers  assigned. 

(2)  Many  positions  which  are  designated  ORSA  require  minimal 
ORSA  skills.  There  is  currently  no  means  or  activities  for  insuring 
that  assigned  officers  have  these  skills  without  requesting  an 

ORSA  officer. 

(3)  The  Army  has  not  been  able  to  fill  all  requirements  for 
ORSA  officers. 
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APPENDIX  K 

MODELS,  DATA,  AND  DATA  BASE 


K-l,  PURPOSE.  This  appendix  examines  the  analytical  community's 
use  of  models,  data,  and  data  bases.  Specific  problem  areas  are 
identified  and  discussed.  Solutions  and/or  actions  required  are 
included. 

K-2.  MODELS,  a.  Overview.  Virtually  every  Army  study  makes  use 
of  some  level  of  modeling.  The  uses  of  these  tools  range  from  the 
establishment  of  requirements  for  item  level  systems  to  assessing 
overall  force  structure. 

(1)  Types  of  Models.  In  order  to  support  the  design,  devel- 
opment, acquisition,  integration,  and  management  of  the  men  and 
materiel  comprising  an  effective  and  flexible  Army,  the  analysis 
community  must  use  a variety  of  tools.  In  the  modeling  area, 
these  tools  can  be  categorized  into  several  types  (Table  K-l). 

Types  one  through  three  are  generally  used  by  DARCOM  agencies  for 
system  design  and  development.  Types  four  and  five  are  generally 
used  by  TRASANA  and  TRADOC  centers  and  schools  for  small  unit  and 
functional  system  analyses.  The  combined  arms  combat  models  (type 
six)  are  generally  used  by  major  analysis  organizations  for  weapons 
mix,  force  balance,  and  functional  area  tradeoff  studies.  The 
Command  Group  training  models  (type  seven)  are  generally  used  by 
TRADOC  centers  and  schools  for  training  various  levels  of  command 
staffs.  Management  models  (type  eight)  are  generally  used  by 
TRADOC  and  DA  Staff  agencies  for  Army  force  management.  The  real- 
time planning  models  (type  nine)  will  be  found  throughout  the  Army 
and  can  be  used  for  logistics,  terrain,  and  scenario  analyses. 

These  models  are  adjuncts  to  the  tactical  planning  and  study  pro- 
cess. 


(2)  Levels  of  Analysis.  Army  analysis  falls  into  five  gen- 
eral levels;  the  Item  system  level,  the  small  combined  arms  task 
force  level  (e.g. , battalion  task  force),  the  functional  system 
level,  the  major  organizations  level  (e.g.,  corps,  division),  and 
the  force  level.  The  five  levels  of  analysis  must  be  sequentially 
carried  out  to  provide  a sound  basis  for  decisions.  The  combined 
arms  combat  models  are  a primary  force  analysis  tool  and,  as  such, 
represent  a key  for  disciplining  and  structuring  major  aspects  of 
Army  analysis.  The  major  portion  of  this  discussion  centers  on 
that  group  of  models.  Their  relationship  to  other  groups  (par- 
ticularly command  group  training  models)  is  also  discussed. 
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Table  K-l.  Classification  of  Army  Models 


Type  Example  of  use 


1.  Specialized  engineering  models 

for  component  design 

2.  Component  or  weapons  system 

performance  models 

3.  Systems  engineering  models 

4.  Unit  operations  models 

5.  Functional  area  or  family  of 

systems  model s 

6.  Combined  arms  combat  models 

7.  Command  Group  training  models 

8.  Management  models 

9.  Real-time  planning  models 


Hydraulic  system  design 

Vulnerability  calculations 

Missile  system  design 

Artillery  battery  operation 

Air  defense  system  Family 
of  Systems  Study  (FOSS) 

Armored  system  COEA 

BN  Command  Group  training 

Logistic  system  Inventory 
maintenance 

Line-of-sight  analysis 


b.  Combined  Arms  Combat  Models 

U)  Current  Models.  Table  K-2  presents  a selected  listing 
of  the  combined  arms  combat  simulations  and  war  games  currently  in 
use  or  under  development  by  four  major  Army  analytic  agencies.  As 
can  be  seen,  AMSAA,  TRASANA,  CACDA,  and  CAA  each  have  simulations 
and  war  games  addressing  battalion  through  division  level  combat. 
In  addition,  each  agency  has  at  least  one  new  simulation  in  some 
stage  of  development. 
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Table  K-2.  Combined  Arms  Combat  Models 


CAA 

CACDA 

TRASANA 

AMSAA 

Theater 

ATLAS 

CEM  IV 

IQAGAM-II 

INWARS3 

Corps 

Auto-Jiffy 

CBG3 

Division 

DBM 

DIVOPS  II 
COSAGE3 

DIVWAG 

CBG3 

DBM 

FQURC-E 

DiVLEV 

Bn  Task 
force 

CARMONETTE 

CARMONETTE 

BATTLE 

DYNTACS 

DYNTACS-X 

BLDM 

BONDER- I UA 

CARMONETTE 

BATTLE 

TRACOM 

BESS3 

STARb 

AMSWAG 

AMSAA/RARDE3 

^nder  development. 


Kinder  development  at  Naval  Postgraduate  School, 


(2)  Origin,  The  models  in  current  use  represent  over  25 
years  of  acquisition,  accumulation,  improvement,  and  modification 
usually  carried  out  unilaterally  to  meet  the  analytic  needs  of 
specific  groups.  As  a consequence,  each  model  has  a unique  data 
base;  is  different  from  other  modelsi  and  is  essentially  unveri- 
fied either  against  other  models  or  against  empirical  data. 

(3)  Linkages.  There  appears  to  be  a lack  of  rational  Infor- 
mation. flow  among  models  run  by  the  various  agencies.  Each 
agency  has  established  a self-contained  model  Inventory.  CAA 
should  be  dealing  with  force  questions  pertaining  to  eche1  r>v,< 
above  corps  but  uses  models  reaching  down  to  the  item  levei  n- so- 
lution. AMSAA,  whose  work  deals  primarily  at  the  item  l«vt*.t,  <ses 
models  at  the  division  level  of  combat.  There  is  transfer  ov  out- 
put Information  among  the  agencies,  but  it  Is  not  as  well  planned, 
orderly,  and  efficient  as  needed  for  productive  use  of  analysis 
resources. 
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(4)  Integration.  The  reason  for  the  lack  of  integration  is 
that  the  combat  models  grew  by  a process  of  evolution.  The  analy- 
sis community  suboptimized  operations  at  each  agency.  The  fact 
that  an  agency  has  a model  inventory  that  spans  a number  of  combat 
echelons  would  not  necessarily  be  a problem,  provided  those  models 
were  subject  to  configuration  control  and  driven  by  a centralized 
data  base,  A coherent  program  of  verification,  sensitivity  ana- 
lyses, documentation,  and  data  transfer  would  also  be  essential  to 
good  management. 

c.  Command  Group  Training  Models 

(1)  Status.  The  Army  has  recently  begun  to  address  the  area 
of  Command  Group  training  through  the  use  of  modeling.  Springing 
from  the  current  state-of-the-art  board  gaming,  TRADOC  has  moved 
through  small  minicomputer  and  large  mainframe-assisted  games  into 
player-assisted  large  minicomputer-supported  wargaming.  Table  K-3 
presents  a selected  listing  of  current  and  developmental  training 
models.  These  games  and  models  are  designed  as  training  devices 
which  portray  battlefield  actions  which  place  requirements  on  com- 
manders and  staffs.  They  are  designed  to  be  practical  drills  that 
require  the  application  of  combat,  combat  support,  and  combat  ser- 
vice support  procedures  and  doctrine  to  solve  tactical  situations. 
BATTLE,  a high-resolution,  3-dlmensional  terrain  board,  small 
minicomputer-supported  game,  is  also  used  for  certain  selected 
analyses  tasks. 

(2)  Activities.  A fundamental  requirement  of  all  games  and 
models  used  for  training  is  that  they  give  students  a realistic 
appreciation  of  both  Red  and  Blue  force  capabilities  under  a vari- 
ety of  tactical  situations.  To  this  end,  TRASANA  has  been  charged 
with  verifying  the  underlying  methodology  and  data  used  in  training 
models  developed  by  TRADOC.  The  Army  Training  Battle  Simulation 
System  (ARTBASS),  currently  planned,  will  be  a second  generation 

of  the  Combined  Arms  Tactical  Training  Simulator  (CATTS).  ARTBASS 
is  planned  to  be  driven  by  a large  minicomputer  with  color  graph- 
ics displays  of  tactical  situations.  Once  developed,  copies  will 
be  made  and  distributed  throughout  the  Army.  This  development  ef- 
fort has  been  proceeding  apart  from  the  Army  Studies  and  Analysis 

Coarounity. 


Table  K-3,  Command  Group  Training  Models 


Currently  used 

BATTLE  (co/bn)— small  minicomputer-assisted  terrain 
board  game. 

Long  Thrust  (bn)— board  game 

CAMMS  (bn/bde)— mainframe-assisted  map  maneuver  game. 

CATTS  (bde) — large  minicomputer-driven*  player  as- 
sisted simulation. 

Pegasus  (bde)— board  game. 

First  Battle  (dl v) — board  game. 

War  Eagle  (corps)— board  game 

Under  development 

Aro\y  Training  Battle  Simulation  System 
(ARTBASS)  (bde) -CATTS  follow-on. 

Broad  Sword  (dlv) 


d.  Model  Management  Structure 

(1)  Need . Review  of  the  current  uses,  developments  under- 
way, and  growing  proliferation  of  models  indicates  that  there  is  a 
need  for  establishment  of  soma  sort  of  management  structure  if 
these  vital  tools  are  to  be  used  effectively.  The  major  difficul- 
ties with  the  current  situation  noted  during  the  review  involve 
the  nature,  design,  operation,  and  management  of  the  models.  A 
summary  of  these  difficulties  is  shown  In  Table  K-4,  which  com- 
pares the  current  situation  with  that  which  is  desired. 
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Table  K-4.  A System  of  Army  Models 


Attri bute 

Current  situation 

Desired  situation 

Nature 

Autonomous 

Isolated 

Incompatible 

Hierarchical 

Interdependent 

Compatible 

Design 

Unstructured 

Confused 

Opaque 

Structured 

Coherent 

Transparent 

Progressive 

Operation 

Undisciplined 

Volatile 

Disciplined 

Stable 

Management 

Decentralized 

Quasi -documented 
Partially  unverified 

Centralized 

Documented 

Verified 

Understood 

(2)  Desired  System 

(a)  Structural  Elements.  A key  to  the  solution  of  the 
current  combat  model  situation  is  the  realization  that  Army  sys- 
tems operations  and  evaluations  can  be  structured  into  a hierarchy 
which  addresses  all  battlefield  functions.  This  is  illustrated  In 
Figure  K-l.  This  hierarchy  parallels  a theater  of  operations  and 
contains  both  the  direct  combat  forces  and  the  functional  families 
of  support  systems*  Paralleling  this  structure  should  be  a hier- 
archical organization  of  analytical  tools  such  as  Illustrated  In 
Figi K-2.  A major  aspect  of  this  hierarchy  is  the  Information 
and  aota  flow  between  organizations  and  teols  (In  this  case,  the 
various  models).  Table  K-6  Illustrates  an  Idealized  information 
flow  which  could  take  place  within  the  hierarchy. 
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Structural  Concept  - Operations  & Evaluations 


Table  K-5.  Key  Analysis  Organization  Interfaces 


Level 

Analysis 

organization 

Down  flow  from 

Up  flow  from 

Force 

CAA 

HQDA 

CACDA 

Corps/di v 

CADCA  w/LOG  Center 
and  ADMIN  Center 

CAA 

School s/TRASANA 

Functional 

School s/TRASANA 

CACDA 

AMSAA 

BN  task  force 

School s/TRASANA 

CACDA 

AMSAA 

Item 

AMSAA 

School s/TRASANA 

DARCOM 

Commodity 

Commands 

(b)  Conceptual  Approach 


JL  Emulation.  The  Army  must  deal  with  fundamental 
issues  of  organization,  composition,  and  effectiveness.  At  each 
organization  level  from  battalion  through  Army  force,  analytic 
tools  are  needed  to  address  these  fundamental  Issues.  The  models 
should  be  hierarchical  In  nature,  emulating  the  overall  system 
they  are  designed  to  represent,  They  should  exhibit  the  same 
Interdependences  which  exist  among  the  various  echelons  of  Army 
systems.  They  should  be  compatible  and  should  be  capable  of  rep- 
resenting critical  characteristics  of  the  Army  echelon  repre- 
sented, including  the  environments  In  which  each  echelon  must  op- 
erate. The  Army's  analysis  community  can  no  longer  afford  frag- 
mented analysis  of  critical  issues  or  use  of  autonomous,  Isolated, 
incompatible  models.  An  Important  element  of  Increased  productiv- 
ity of  the  analysis  community  is  an  improved  conceptual  design  of, 
and  management  of,  a family  of  models. 

2.  Design.  The  design  of  a system  of  combat  models 
which  are  hierarchTcal , interdependent,  and  compatible  In  nature 
can  be  best  accomplished  through  a well -coordinated,  broad-based 
effort  on  the  part  of  the  analysis  community,  especially  AMSAA. 
TRA5ANA,  CACDA,  and  CAA.  Maximum  advantage  should  be  taken  of  ad- 
vances In  data  processing  equipment,  software  design,  and  prograen 
ing  languages.  A top-down  structured  approach  Is  required  to 
Insure  that  models  In  the  system  are  mutually  supportive  and  rep- 
resent each  functional  area  at  proper  levels  of  resolution.  The 
structured  programing  approach  should  lead  to  coherency  throughout 
the  entire  modeling  system  and  allow  a progressive  framework  to  be 
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established  which  would  lend  itself  to  modular  improvement.  This 
approach  would  also  allow  the  efficient  use  of  higher-level  pro- 
graming languages,  such  as  SIMSCRIPT,  to  be  used  to  maximum  ad- 
vantage. Finally,  a structured  approach  would  allow  a degree  of 
transparency  to  be  achieved  which  does  not  exist  currently.  Once 
operational,  these  models  would  be  the  basic  tools  for  use  at  the 
battalion  task  force,  division/corps,  and  Army  force  level.  They 
would  also  be  used  to  do  analysis  of  functional  systems  such  as 
those  used  to  provide  fire  support.  Figure  K-3  presents  the  con- 
ceptual set  of  structured  simulations,  games,  and  analytic  models 
which  should  be  developed.  The  hierarchy  includes  basic  stochas- 
tic simulation  of  combined  arms  combat  at  each  of  three  force  lev- 
els of  organization.  These  simulations  would  replace  many  of  the 
simulations  currently  being  used, 

3.  Research  Games.  The  research  games  would  be  Interac- 
tive computer-supported  war  games.  The  complex  doctrine,  tactics, 
and  equipments  characteristic  of  modern  warfare  appears  to  require 
the  use  of  an  interactive  game  to  explore  combat  and  tactical  pro- 
cesses so  that  the  faster  running,  stand-alone  event  sequenced, 
stochastic  computer  simulation  can  be  understood  and  programed. 

The  research  games  would  provide  a natural  base  for  the  interac- 
tive training  games  at  each  echelon.  Designing  the  research  games 
for  operation  on  a large,  state-of-the-art  minicomputer  would  al- 
low stand-alone  operation  and  would  also  be  in  line  with  current 
concepts  on  minicomputer-based  training  games  such  as  ARTBASS. 

The  operation  of  the  research  games  would  be  conducted  at  the 
agencies  responsible  for  their  development  and  maintenance  (i.e., 
battalion  task  force  games  at  TRASANAj  division/ corps  games  at 
CACDA,  and  theater  games  at  CAA). 

5.*  Simulations  and  Analytic  Models.  The  stand-alone 
simulation  would  be  Implemented  on  the  large  computer  mainframes 
available  at  each  agency.  The  mainframes  at  TRASANA,  CACDA,  and 
CAA  are  expected  to  be  the  same  or  to  be  compatible  by  FY  1980, 
when  the  three  agencies  will  replace  current  computer  facilities. 
The  smaller  and  much  faster  running  analytic  models  would  provide 
the  primary  Interface  between  the  echelons  of  combat  models.  The 
computer  simulation  and  analytic  models  would  be  operated  by  those 
agencies  having  analytic  requirements  calling  for  their  use.  The 
operations  would  be  disciplined  from  the  standpoint  that  the  pro- 
per standard  model  or  simulation  would  be  matched  to  the  analytic 
task  with  no  unilaterally  initiated  modifications.  The  tools 
would  be  stable  In  that  necessary  modifications  and  improvements 
would  be  carried  out  in  a rational,  structured  manner. 
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Figure  K-3.  A Conceptual  Structured  Set  of  Simulations, 
Games,  and  Analytic  Models 


(c)  Management  and  Utilization 

U Factors  Considered,  Factors  which  must  be  considered 
In  implementing  a model  management  and  utilization  scheme  are 
shown  in  Table  K-6. 


Table  K-6.  A System  of  Army  Models  — Optional  Factors 
of  Organization  and  Implementation 


1.  Management 

Decentralized 

Centralized 

2.  Model  Utilization 

Single  site 
Multiple  site 

3.  Oversight 

Decentralized 

by  Interagency/Command  Groups 
by  DA 

by  DA  w/Interagency/Command  Groups 

4.  Implementing  Instrument 

by  Interagency/Command  Agreements 
by  Army  regulation 


2.  Centralization.  Experience  has  shown  that  decentral- 
ized model  management  and  configuration  control  on  an  agency-by- 
agency  basis  leads  to  proliferation  of  Incompatible  models.  Con- 
sequently, some  form  of  centralized  control  seems  necessary. 

3.  Where  Utilized.  Model  utilization  currently  Is  de- 
centralized. As  stated  earlier,  this  Is  not  necessarily  detrimen- 
tal. What  is  detrimental  is  the  decentralized  use  of  uncontrolled 
models.  Decentralized  operation  of  controlled  models  would  appear 
the  best  approach.  Restricting  the  use  of  certain  models  to  spe- 

l clfic  agencies  would  place  restrictions  on  the  analysis  questions 

} which  could  be  addressed  by  an  agency.  However,  each  analysis 

l agency  possibly  should  restrict  model  use  to  one  level  above  and 

! below  Its  primary  mission  area  of  responsibility.  This  would  have 

| CAA  work  at  division  level  and  above,  CACDA  work  at  battalion  task 

| force  through  corps  level,  TRASANA  work  item  systems  through  dlvl- 

f sion  levels,  and  AMSAA  work  at  subsystems  through  task  force  lev- 

if  els. 

r- 

I 
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4.  Oversight.  Oversight  of  modeling  activities  has  been 
basically  decentralized  in  the  past  and  has  not  worked  well. 

There  has  been  no  community-wide  oversight.  Decentralization  of 
oversight,  even  when  reinforced  with  intercommand  or  Interagency 
agreements,  is  a relatively  unstable  management  technique.  Sta- 
bility In  the  modeling  area  is  essential.  Development  of  a solid 
foundation  in  the  tools  of  analysis  must  be  continued.  Oversight 
at  the  DA  Staff  level  would  provide  a focal  point  of  authority  to 
which  the  analytic  community,  as  a whole,  would  be  responsive.  Of 
course,  no  single  person  or  small  group  can  have  the  foresight  and 
technical  knowledge  to  administer  the  details  of  a comprehensive 
modeling  program.  A system  of  supporting  groups,  therefore,  work- 
ing In  conjunction  with  the  DA  Staff,  is  needed  to  provide  the 
necessary  depth  of  knowledge  and  technical  expertise.  An  Army 
Model  Committee  chaired  by  the  DA  Staff  and  supported  by  the  vari- 
ous Model  Resource  Groups  such  as  shown  in  Table  K-7  would  provide 
a logical  method  of  operation.  The  Army  Model  Committee  would  set 
policies  and  develop  the  necessary  guidance  for  the  Model  Re- 
sources Groups.  The  Model  Resources  Groups  would  report  status 
and  alternative  courses  of  action  to  the  committee  as  well  as  new 
ideas  and  methods.  The  committee  should  be  made  up  of  the  com- 
manders and  directors  of  the  major  analytic  and  training  develop- 
ment agencies  as  well  as  selected  MACOM  staff  elements.  The 
chairman  must  be  someone  of  recognized  analytic  capability  and 
have  the  respect  of  his  peers, 

5.  Implementing  Instrument.  The  Implementing  instrument 
of  an  Army  model  management  system  could  take  the  form  of  Intera- 
gency/ command  agreements  or  be  required  by  an  Army  regulation.  An 
Army  regulation  would  probably  provide  the  strong,  long  term  impe- 
tus needed  to  establish  the  working  relationships,  policies,  guid- 
ance, and  authorities  of  all  responsible  parties  and  groups. 

(3)  Status 

(a)  Within  TRAPQC.  The  idea  of  a model  hierarchy  which 
deals  with  the  battalion  task  force  level  and  the  division/corps 
level  has  been  present  within  TRADOC  for  some  time  In  connection 
with  work  on  the  new  Battalion  Engagement  Stochastic  Simulation 
(BESS)  at  TRASANA  and  the  Central  Battle  Game  {CBG)  at  CACDA,  The 
DBH/COHAN-X/CARMONETTE  Models  have  been  retained  as  an  Interim  hi- 
erarchy, DYNTACS-X  has  been  placed  In  an  operational  hold  status 
with  no  personnel  assigned  for  maintenance.  BLDM  has  been  discon- 
tinued CACOA  in  favor  of  TRASANA' s TRACOM  analytic  battalion 
model.  DIVWAG  and  the  automated  Jiffy  Game  are  being  maintained 
in  full  operational  status  until  the.  can  be  replaced  by  CBG. 
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Table  K-7,  Amy  Model  Management 


ARMY  MODEL  COMMITTEE 


Principals  DA— Chair 
Dir  AMSAA 
Dir  TRASANA 
CDR  CAA 
DCDR  CACDA 
OCDR  CATRADA 

Advisory  - Chairman  of  Model  Resource  Groups,  Selected  MACOM  Staff 
Elements 


MODEL  RESOURCE  GROUPS 

BN  Task  Force 

Principals  TRASANA— Chair 
AMSAA 
CACDA 

Advisory  - TRADOC  Centers/Schools 

Division/Corps 

Principals  CACDA— Chair 
TRASANA 
CAA 

Advisory  - TRADOC  Centers/Schools,  AMSAA 

Theater/Force 

Principals  CAA— Chair 
CACDA 

Advisory  - AMSAA,  TRASANA 


FOURC-E  is  being  maintained  in  operation  at  TRASANA.  BATTLE  is 
being  distributed  throughout  the  TRADOC  schools  for  use  as  a 
training  game  and  some  limited  use  as  a tool  for  analysis.  CACDA 
is  using  CARMGNETTE  as  configured  by  CAA  for  battalion-level 
analysis. 
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(b)  Outside  TRADOC.  The  TRADOC  work  on  a battalion- 
through-corps  hierarchy  of  models  has  not  been  closely  linked  with 
work  on  lower  level  models  such  as  AMSAA/RARDE  or  higher  level  mod' 
els  such  as  INWARS.  Similarly,  the  CAA  work  on  CEM-IV  and  COSAGE 
is  not  linked  to  CACDA  work. 

(c)  Build  on  Ongoing  Efforts.  It  is  evident  that  an  ef- 
fective management  system  to  be  associated  with  the  hierarchical 
system  of  Army  models  would  have  to  have  an  element  of  centraliza- 
tion. Each  analytic  echelon  could  be  responsible  for  managing  Its 
tools  within  the  framework  of  the  entire  system  whose  structure 
would  have  to  be  controlled  by  a central  oversight  group.  Model 
Resource  Groups  have  already  been  established  and  chartered 
through  the  TRADOC  Model  Review  Committee  for  the  battalion  and 
division/corps  models.  A data  base  management  group  has  also  been 
chartered  to  develop  data  base  structures  to  service  the  TRADOC 
hierarchy.  The  TRADOC  model  development  effort  could  be  used  as 
the  basis  for  an  expanded  analytical  community  effort.  A theater/ 
Army  force  model  at  CAA  could  be  added.  Indeed  the  INWARS  work 
could  be  reoriented  toward  the  hierarchy  concept. 

(d)  During  the  Interim  Period.  The  COSAGE  development 
associated  with  WARRAMP  will  be  continued  as  an  interim  replace- 
ment for  the  current  AMMORATES  methodology.  Documentation  will  be 
completed  on  AMSAA-RARDE  to  preserve  apy  concepts  or  methods  which 
may  prove  useful  elsewhere,  e.g.,  BESS  development.  CACDA  will 
maintain  the  automated  Jiffy  corps  level  war  game  and  DIVWAG  until 
suitable  replacements  can  emerge  from  the  division/corps  develop- 
ment effort.  Every  effort  should  be  made  at  all  levels  to  de- 
crease the  number  of  existing  models  In  use  and  refrain  from  in- 
itiating new  unilateral  development  programs. 

K-3.  DATA,  a.  Overview.  Data  utilized  by  the  Army's  analytic 
conmunlty  range  from  that  describing  a spectrum  of  limited  visi- 
bility conditions  on  the  battlefield  to  that  describing  Item  and 
functional  area  systems  performance  in  a variety  of  natural  and 
man-made  tactical  conditions.  The  primary  sources  of  these  data 
include:  the  various  tests  and  experiments  conducted  during  the 
materiel  acquisition  process  (OT/DT),  force  development  tests  and 
experiments  (FDTE),  historical  data,  threat  and  Intelligence  as- 
sessments, and  higher  level  guidance  (AFPDA,  FYDP,  Consolidated 
Guidance,  etc.). 

b.  Data  Requirements  and  Uses.  A review  of  the  data  require- 
ments of  the  analyti c community  reveals  a tremendous  need  which 
will  not  likely  be  met  In  the  near  future.  The  following  data 
areas  are  of  particular  interes  ; 
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(1)  Representation  of  Battlefield  Environments.  The  most 
demanding  new  factor  in  the  data  arena  is  the  "Kerwin  Sends"  mes- 
sage entitled  "The  use  of  realistic  battlefield  environmental  con- 
ditions throughout  the  Amy."  Few  occurrences  have  stirred  the 
Arny's  awareness  of  its  data  shortage  as  much  as  this  message. 
Attempts  to  comply  with  the  direction  given  brought  formal 
acknowledgment  of  the  fact  that  data  on  hand  were  very  sparse  or 
nonexistent  in  areas  such  as  battlefield  obscurants  and  their  ef- 
fect on  military  operations.  With  few  exceptions,  current  data 
address  operations  in  a benign  environment.  The  goal  Is  to  state 
the  type  of  environments  in  which  the  Arny  system  must  operate  and 
translate  them  into  system  requirements  which  will  guide  materiel 
developments  and  analysis.  The  environments  which  must  be  defined 
are  those  created  by  nature  as  well  as  those  created  tactically  by 
man.  Definition  of  these  environments  must  begin  with  the  user— 
TRADOC.  The  requirements  of  the  Kerwin  directive  call  for  the  de- 
velopment of  definitive  scenarios  which  include  battlefield  ob- 
scurants. Other  elements  of  the  battlefield  environment  must  also 
be  addressed,  such  as  electronic  countermeasures  and  countermobil- 
ity, to  name  a couple,  Interim  guidance  developed  by  TRADOC  can 
provide  a framework  In  which  DARCOM  and  TRADOC  can  begin  to  work 
toward  quantitative  definitions.  In  addition,  TRADOC  should  re- 
view current  requirements  documents  to  Insure  that  they  state  the 
actual  needs. 

(2)  Performance  Data.  Major  US  systems  currently  under  de- 
velopment have  performance  boundaries  which  often  far  surpass 
those  of  their  predecessors.  In  some  cases,  unique  system  cap- 
abilities demand  performance  estimates  In  areas  not  quantified  be- 
fore. Each  new  system  also  requires  new  and  generally  unique  sets 
of  data  (e.g.,  CJ  countermeasures,  CCM,  etc,).  Both  developmen- 
tal systems  and  fielded  systems  require  that  performance  data  be 
developed  for  realistic  battlefield  environmental  conditions. 

Added  to  these  requirements  are  lethality,  vulnerability,  reli- 
ability and  maintainability  factors,  human  factors,  which  must  be 
developed/validated  on  all  systems,  new  and  old.  Another  dimen- 
sion Is  threat  data.  Because  of  the  lack  of  definitive  data  on 
Red  systems,  it  is  often  necessary  to  make  estimates  based  on  US 
systems.  Most  threat  "packages"  usually  contain  future  systems 
for  which  no  hard  empirical  data  exist.  Data  developers/suppliers, 
such  as  the  BRl,  have  to  respond  to  immediate  ad  hoc  projects. 

Much  of  the  required  Item  performance  data  must  be  developed  for 
currently  fielded  Item  systems  as  well  as  those  in  development. 

Ways  must  be  found  to  take  advantage  of  each  test  and  experiment 
for  the  production  of  needed  data,  consistent  with  limitations  Im- 
posed by  test  Instrumentation,  sound  experimental  design,  and  data 
quality.  The  efficient  use  of  existing  test  and  experimentation 
facilities  coupled  with  corresponding  efforts  to  seek  out  and  make 
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use  of  results  of  past  tests  and  experiments,  as  well  as  histori- 
cal data,  is  essential  if  the  data  needs  of  the  community  are  to 
be  met.  Once  data  is  acquired,  from  whatever  source,  and  ana- 
lyzed, the  data  and  analysis  results  must  be  saved  in  such  a way 
that  the  location  is  known  and  they  are  accessible  when  needed. 

(3)  Test  and  Experimentation.  In  addition  to  the  above 
cited  factors  concerning  the  magnitude  of  the  data  requirement, 
the  process  of  obtaining  the  data  also  presents  problems.  Test 
and  experimental  facilities,  whether  In  the  factory,  proving 
ground,  or  major  field  activity,  are  scarce  In  relation  to  the  de- 
mand for  their  services.  Test  and  experimentation  resources  are 
committed  to  the  developmental  testing/operational  testing  (DT/OT) 
required  to  support  the  materiel  acquisition  process.  Often,  re- 
sources are  committed  to  user  testing,  Including  joint  testing 
with  other  services,  which  includes  OT  as  well  as  the  force  devel- 
opment test  and  experimentation  (FDTE)  program.  The  OT/OTs  and 
FDTE  must  produce  much  of  the  simulation  data  required  by  analysts. 
These  tests  and  experiments  can  be  used  to  obtain  data  required  to 
model  such  combat  subprocesses  as  visual  detection,  detection 
probabilities  for  elements  In  the  near  vicinity  of  a detected  ele- 
ment, and  velocities  of  attacking  tank  formations  at  various 
stages  of  battle.  Tests  and  experiments  can  also  be  used  to 
benchmark  models  against  various  tactical  situations.  To  date, 
modelers  have  been  gleaning  usable  data  whenever  they  can  find  It, 
and  they  have  also  sponsored  instrumented  force-on-force  field  ex- 
periments designed  to  measure  several  facets  of  armored  combat  In 
sane  detail.  Much  remains  to  be  done.  The  best  way  to  proceed  Is 
to  design  and  sponsor  a number  of  small  simple  data  collection  ex- 
periments that  can  be  conducted  during  the  slack  periods  between 
major  force-on-force  at  places  such  as  CACOA  and  TCADA. 

K-4.  DATA  BASES,  a.  Overview.  The  large  number  of  combined 
arms  combat  models  currently  in  use,  each  driven  by  Its  own  unique 
and  large  data  base,  Is  a cause  of  confusion  and  frustration  in 
the  analytical  community.  The  data  base  of  a combat  model  re- 
quires a tremendous  amount  of  data.  Today's  models  usually 
require  data  ranging  from  detailed  Item  system  engineering  and  op- 
erational data  to  judgmental  decision  tables  governing  tactical 
disposition  and  maneuver  of  elements  of  forces,  thousands  of  data 
elements  per  model.  Data  elements  in  one  model  are  different  from 
those  in  another  model.  Control  of  the  primary  combined  arms  com- 
bat models  would  allow  control  of  the  data  bases.  Control  of  the 
data  bases  would  relieve  much  of  the  pressure  being  felt  by  data 
suppliers.  Control  of  the  data  bases  will  also  lead  to  Identifi- 
cation of  data  voids.  Clear  statements  of  requirements  for  data 
would  place  more  reasonable  demands  on  the  FDTE  process. 
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Discipline  and  structure  of  the  combined  arms  combat  models  is  a 
key  which  would  allow  improvement.  Models,  data,  and  data  bases 
are  so  closely  related  that  it  is  impossible  to  address  one  with- 
out addressing  the  other  two. 

b.  Problem.  The  current  data  base  situation  is  similar  to  the 
current  model  situation.  Two  of  the  principal  data  suppliers, 
AMSAA/BRL,  are  repeatedly  barraged  with  quick  reaction  requests 
and  demands  for  lethality,  vulnerability,  accuracy,  and  system 
characteristics  data  on  both  old  and  new.  Red  and  Blue  weapon 
systems.  Each  request  calls  for  basically  the  same  type  of  infor- 
mation but  with  a different  format  and  definition  to  fit  a par- 
ticular model's  data  base  requirements.  In  addition,  the  Amy 
analytical  community  could  be  more  efficient  in  exploiting  data 
represented  by  military  history,  after-action  combat  reports,  past 
field  experiment  and  test  data,  and  even  the  results  of  earlier 
studies  and  analyses.  A means  of  improving  the  situation  should 
be  developed  to  increase  the  quality  and  validity  of  study  pro- 
ducts. 


c.  Data  Base  Management  Structure 

(1)  Need.  For  combined  arms  training  developments  and  force 
level  analytic  activities  within  the  Amy,  a comprehensive  and  in- 
ternally consistent  Amy  analysis  and  training  development  data 
base  system  is  required.  This  data  base  system  should  contain,  or 
have  access  to,  all  quantitative  and  qualitative  data  required  to 
support  combined  arms  training  developments  and  the  hierarchical 
system  of  Army  models  as  well  as  studies  and  analyses  conducted 
using  functional  or  family  of  systems  models  and  joint  TRADOC-Air 
Force  analytic  efforts.  In  addition,  this  data  base  system  should 
contain  the  results  and  findings  of  COEA 
and  functional  area  analyses  conducted  b: 
and  other  selected  analytic  efforts,  In  enough  detail  to  allow  re- 
view an  ! inter  study  comparisons. 

(2)  Proposed  System 

(a)  Purpose,  The  purpose  of  the  data  base  system  would  be 
to  provide  management  of  data  required  for  the  hierarchical  system 
of  Army  models,  combined  arms  training  device  developments,  func- 
tional area  or  family  of  system  mdels,  interstudy  comparisons,  and 
historical  analyses, 

(b)  Objectives 

U Provide  access  to  the  latest  available  technical  and 
operational  data  by  the  hierarchical  system  of  Amy  models. 


, force  level  analyses, 
v AMSAA.  TRAOOC.  and  CAA 
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2.  Provide  access  to  verified  technical  and  operational 
data  required  by  Command  Group  training  device  developers. 

3.  Make  technical  and  operational  systems  data  available 
to  functional  area  or  family  of  systems  models  and  joint  Army/AIr 
Force  efforts. 

4.  Maintain  data  and  information  on  relevant  Input/out- 
put parameters,  assumptions,  tactical  context,  findings,  and  con- 
clusions on  force  level  analyses,  C0EA*s  functional  area  studies, 
and  other  major  analytic  efforts  conducted  by  CAA,  TRASANA,  CACDA, 
and  AMSAA  and  selected  analytic  products  of  other  agencies,  such 
that  audit  trails,  Interstudy  analysis,  and  product  quality  eval- 
uations can  be  conducted. 

5.  Maintain  active  liaison  and  coordination  with  other 
Ar«\y  and  DOO  data  base  managers,  offices,  and  libraries  containing 
quantitative  and  qualitative  information  and  data  on  land  combat 
systems  and  Arn\y  units. 

6.  Maintain  test  plans,,  experimental  designs,  data  col- 
lection plans,  collected  data,  and  analyses  on  selected  field 
tests  and  experiments. 

_7.  Provide  information  on  data  voids  and  weaknesses  dis- 
covered as  a result  of  data  collection  and  collation  activities. 

(c)  Organisation.  The  data  base  system  must  accommodate 
the  needs  of  the  analytic  community  for  functional  system  analy- 
ses, COEAs,  force  design  studies,  and  certain  historical  and  qual- 
ity assurance  analyses.  As  such,  it  would  be  serving  users  at 
AMSAA,  throughout  TRADOC,  CAA,  ami  elements  in  DA.  Since  the  sys- 
tem would  contain  study  input  as  well  as  output  data,  each  user 
would  also  be  a provider  of  data.  Table  K-8  Is  an  abbreviated 
listing  of  data  types  found  In  a typical  combined  arms  combat  mo- 
del  along  with  data  suppliers.  Figure  K-4  presents  a simplified 
schematic  of  the  technical  data  interfaces  existing  H“wea«  CAA, 
CACDA,  TRASANA,  and  AMSAA  and  selected  data  sources,  oaneral , 
AMSAA  would  provide  the  main  interface  between  all  * **'  • ? nt 

item  level  system  technical  characteristics  {both  Hf 4 «*\l  ‘i ■•,«*} 
and  the  other  analytic  agencies.  A<?  can  ba  seen,  the  TRADOC 
agencies,  by  virtue  of  their  middle  position  in  the  Artqy  analysis 
hierarchy,  have  the  most  involved  network  of  interfaces.  TRADOC 
also  would  have  the  heaviest  concentration  of  potential  users  of 
the  data  base  system.  It  therefore  would  be  logical  to  establish 
the  data  base  systems  management  office  in  TRADOC  at  TRASANA,  with 
data  base  groups  at  AMSAA,  CACDA,  and  CAA,  With  proper  internetting 
of  the  computer  center's  servicing  these  agencies,  the  differentiated 


types  of  automated  data  bases  required  could  be  distributed 
among  the  agencies,  portions  of  each  being  drawn  into  a given  com- 
puter center  to  meet  a particular  need  of  an  agency  as  required. 
Figure  K-5  presents  interfaces  as  they  might  exist  with  the  data 
base  system. 

(d)  Functioning.  The  Army  analysis  and  training  develop- 
ments data  base  system  would  be  a distributed,  centrally  managed 
system.  Central  management  would  be  carried  out  by  the  data  base 
system  manager  at  TRASANA  in  conjunction  with  submanagers  at  CAA, 
CACDA,  and  AMSAA.  The  management  group  would  be  responsible  for 
structure,  coordination,  ana  security  as  well  as  providing  access 
and  up-to-aate  procedures,  developing  data  guides  and  data  element 
listings,  and  finding  and  establishing  Interfaces  with  other  data 
base  systems  and  libraries.  The  data  base  system  would  be  ser- 
vice-oriented and,  as  such,  would  provide  data  and  services  as 
specified  and  required  by  the  Army  analytic  community— primarily 
CAA,  CACDA,  TRASANA,  and  AMSAA. 
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Table  K-8.  Data  Base  Requirements  and  Sources 


Data  requirements  Data  suppliers 

Scenario 

Red  doctrine/organization/tactics  ACSI/ITAD 

Blue  doctrine/organizatlon/tactlcs  CACDA/centers-schools/CAA 


Environment 

Topography 

Weather 

Limited  visibility 

Item  systems 

Red  technical  data 
Red  operational  data 
Blue  technical  data 
Blue  operational  data 

Combat  service  support  systems 

Red  ISTA 
Blue  ISTA 
Red  logistics 
Blue  logistics 
Red  CM 
Blue  CM 

Force  level  systems 

Red  BN 
Blue  BN 
Red  rgrnt 
Blue  bde 
Red  dlv 
Blue  div 
Red  army 
Blue  army 


DMA/WW 

MIRADCOM 

NyL/ASL 


AMSAA,  FSTC,  MIAk  DIA,  BRL,  NSA,  ITAD 
AMSAA,  FSTC,  MIA,  DIA,  BRL,  NSA,  ITAD 
AMSAA,  TECOM,  PM,  BRL,  NVL 
CDEC,  TCATA,  OTEA,  HEL 


AMSAA,  FSTC,  DIA,  BRL,  NSA,  ITAD 
AMSAA,  BRL,  TRAOOC 
ITAD,  DIA 

Log  Center,  Admin  Center 
AMSAA,  FSTC,  OIA,  BRL,  NSA,  ITAD 
AMSAA,  USAICS 


TRASANA 

TRASANA 

CACDA /TRASANA 

CACDA 

CACDA 

CACDA 

CACDA/CAA 

CAA 


ire  K-4.  Analytic  Comnunity  Data  Information  Interfaces 


Figure  K-5.  Army  Analysis  and  Training  Developments  Data  Base  Schematic 


APPENDIX  L 
QUALITY  ASSURANCE 


THE  PROBLEM.  The  quality  of  work  conducted  by  some  activities  in 
the  Army  Operations  Research/Systems  Analysis  (ORSA)  community  has 
received  criticism.  It  is  perceived  that  this  in-house  effort  has 
been  below  the  quality  of  that  produced  by  the  better  contractors. 
Inconsistent  assumptions,  tailoring  the  threat,  suppressed  alter- 
natives, overly  doctrinaire  assumptions,  failure  to  consider  out- 
year  cost,  and  a lack  of  peer  review  of  products  are  but  a few 
that  have  been  heard.  On  the  other  side  of  the  coin,  the  Army 
ORSA  community  perceives  that  some  study  sponsors  seek  Industrial 
analytical  organizations  because  they  may  be  able  to  exercise  more 
control  over  the  product.  Some  of  these  products  are  perceived  as 
professionally  packaged  literature  searches  which  pass  for  ana- 
lyses. Both  perceptions  may  be  true  with  regard  to  the  worst  of 
both  worlds;  however,  these  perceptions  are  sufficiently  on  target 
to  require  a concerted  effort  at  quality  assurance. 

a.  Quality  and  Quality  Assurance.  The  Army  ORSA  community  Is 
a complex,  diverse,  multifunctional  body  of  analysts  and  analyti- 
cal organizations  who  provide  through  scientific  examination 
(operations  research/systems  analysis)  objective  assessments  of 
problems,  processes,  systems,  and  resources  to  form  a basis  for 
decision  (choice)  and/or  understanding  of  the  relative  merits  (ef- 
fectiveness, cost,  feasibility,  etc.)  of  various  alternatives. 

This  definition  of  the  functions  implies  the  desired  nature  (or 
quality)  of  the  analytical  product.  Such  analyses  are  expected  to 
be  unbiased,  comprehensive,  technically  correct,  methodologically 
sound,  and  devoid  of  hidden  assumptions. 

b.  Factors  Influencing  Quality.  A number  of  factors  influence 
the  quality  of  the  analytical  product:  an  adequate  definition  and 
understanding  of  the  problem,  the  adequacy  of  the  data  base,  the 
time  alloted  for  the  analysis,  the  suitability  of  the  tools/tech- 
nlques  available,  the  competency  and  integrity  of  the  analyst(s), 
and  finally  the  process  by  which  the  product  Is  reviewed.  Quality 
assurance  is  the  process  of  verifying  and  maintaining  a desired 
level  of  quality.  A quality  assurance  program  should,  therefore, 
define  desired  standards,  establish  impartial  product  evaluation 
and  feedback  processes,  and  provide  for  the  long  term  development 
and  maintenance  of  high  standards  of  performance. 

c.  General  Guidelines  and  Standards.  The  ORSA  community  is 
not  unlike  the  Chaplains  in  that  they  must  serve  two  masters.  On 
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a very  practical  level,  the  community  must  be  responsive  to  the 
decisionmaking  process  by  the  production  of  practical  solutions/ 
alternatives  to  difficult  and  complex  problems  of  the  real  world. 

On  another  level,  the  community  must  accomplish  the  practical  with 
honesty,  integrity,  and  conscience  in  spite  of  short  deadlines, 
limited  data,  pressure  to  support  a priori  positions,  and  the  un- 
certainties associated  with  any  research.  The  following  para- 
graphs delineate  some  general  guidelines  and  professional  stan- 
dards for  operations  researchers/systems  analysts: 

(1)  The  basic  purpose  of  operations  research/systems  analy- 
sis is  to  provide  the  sponsor  a meaningful  basis  for  decisionmaking. 
This  analysis  should  not  only  answer  questions,  but  sometimes  ask 
them.  The  analysis  should  not  only  solve  problems,  but  sometimes 
identify  them.  The  analysis  should  illuminate  Issues  and  some- 
times define  them.  But  above  all,  the  analysis  should  increase 
understanding  and  not  decide. 

(2)  The  analyst  should  attempt  to  uncover  and  examine  all 
feasible  alternatives.  The  analyst  should  not  yield  to  pressures 
to  support  a prior  decision  or  position.  Also,  the  analyst  should 
avoid  at  all  costs  taking  the  position  of  an  advocate  or  adversary 
of  a particular  system  or  program. 

(3)  The  analyst  should  expose  all  constraints  and  signifi- 
cant externalities.  The  analysis  should  be  conducted  in  an  open, 
explicit,  and  verifiable  manner.  The  analyst  must  concentrate  on 
the  adequacy  of  the  data,  the  visibility  of  the  assumptions,  the 
completeness  of  the  evaluation,  the  quality  of  the  analysis,  and 
the  objectivity  of  the  conclusions. 

(4)  The  analyst  should  be  attuned  to  the  timeliness  of  his 
effort  to  the  decisionmaker's  needs.  In  doing  so, the  analyst 
should  point  out  the  limitations,  shortcomings,  and  data  gaps  in 
his  analysis  and  should  make  an  assessment  of  the  impact  (sensi- 
tivity) of  the  shortfalls  on  the  results  of  the  study. 

(5)  The  analyst  should  present  the  results  of  the  analysis 
in  a clear  and  concise  manner.  The  analyst  should  develop  alter- 
native courses  of  action  pointing  out  the  advantages  and  disad- 
vantages of  each  alternative.  When  conclusions  are  drawn,  those 
resulting  directly  from  the  analysis  should  be  distinguished  from 
those  that  are  interpretations  based  upon  judgment  and  past  experience. 

(6)  The  sponsor  should  be  advised  when  it  appears  from  the 
analysis  that  a prvious  decision  was  made  incorrectly  or  that  the 
results  of  the  analysis  conflict  with  an  existing  policy  or  posi- 
tion. 


L-2 


(7)  The  analyst  should  acknowledge  the  contributions  of 
other  researchers  and  should  give  appropriate  credit  or  reference 
in  the  report. 

d.  Quality  Assurance  (DA/DARCOM/TRADQC ) 

(1)  HQDA.  Policies  are  established  for  the  conduct  and 
evaluation  of  Army  studies  by  AR  5-5,  The  Arn\y  Study  System.  The 
regulation  provides  guidelines  for  the  initiation,  validation,  de- 
velopment, conduct,  and  application  of  results  of  Individual 
studies  under  the  purview  of  the  study  program,  AR  5-5  provides 
guidance  for  the  establishment  of  a Study  Advisory  Group  (SAG)  to 
assure  that  the  project  remains  oriented  on  the  requirement,  to 
provide  technical  guidance  and  advice,  and  to  facilitate  coordina- 
tion. The  SAG  can  be  an  important  vehicle  for  assisting  the  study 
sponsor  in  the  attainment  of  a quality  product.  DA  Pam  5-5  pro- 
vides detailed  guidance  for  stuay  sponsors  and  SAGs.  Study  spon- 
sors are  required  by  AR  5-5  to  report  the  results  of  studies, 
their  use,  their  implementation,  and  the  degree  to  which  study  ob- 
jectives were  met  (DD  1498).  The  degree  to  which  these  procedures 
are  followed  and  the  thoroughness  and  objectivity  with  which  the 
merits  of  the  studies  are  evaluated  have  a bearing  on  study  quality. 

Additional  policies  and  guidance  relative  to  other  aspects 
of  the  study  process  are  provided  In:  AR  70-31,  Standards  for 
Technical  Reporting;  AR  71-9,  Materiel  Objectives  and  Requirements 
(Conduct  of  CGEA);  and  AR  381-11,  Threat  Analysis, 

(2)  HQ,  DARCQM.  The  principal  DARCGH  ORSA  resources  are  in 
the  Independent  analysis  activities  (e.g.,  AMSAA,  ALMC,  IRQ,  LSO, 
LCA,  and  AMETA)  and  In  the  systems  analysis  divisions  of  the  major 
subordinate  commands.  The  latter  serve  the  needs  of  and  are  re- 
sponsive to  the  commanders  they  serve.  Quality  assurance  for 
these  groups  is  the  reponsibllity  of  their  respective  commanders. 
Often  these  systems  analysis  groups  function  for  the  commander  to 
provide  a quality  review'  of  work  coming  out  of  that  command.  Fur- 
ther, DARCOM  periodically  sponsors  command-wide  systems  analysis 
conferences  to  bring  together  the  various  systems  analysis  groups 
to  discuss  common  problems/issues  and  to  share  methodologies, 

(a)  The  separate  analysis  activities  have  established  in- 
ternal quality  assurance  programs  for  studies  and  analyses  which 
they  conduct.  (AMSAA* s procedures  are  provided  as  an  example  la- 
ter in  this  chapter.) 

(b)  Studies  conducted  for  HQ,  DARCOM  are  monitored  by  the 
responsible  staff  element  through  study  tasking,  in-process  re- 
views, and  completion  reviews.  Study  advisory  groups  are  designated 
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for  major  studies  or  those  studies  which  may  require  inputs  or  co- 
ordination by  several  staff  elements  or  subordinate  commands. 

(c)  DARCOM  analysis  activities  frequently  participate  in 
major  studies  that  are  sponsored  by  other  commands/agencies.  In 
these  Instances,  HQ,  DARCQM  usually  participates  with  a SAG  member 
to  coordinate  the  quality  and  timeliness  of  data  and  analyses  pro- 
vided in  support  of  the  study  effort. 

(3)  TRADQC.  Review  of  study  conduct  with  emphasis  on  analy- 
sis is  a matter  whose  Importance  is  recognized  by  HQ,  TRADOC  in 
QCSCD  Policy  #17  which  charges  Analysis  Directorate  with  this 
function. 

(a)  The  analytical  review  is  a continuing  process  from  the 
time  a study  is  initiated  until  it  is  forwarded  to  DA.  AR  5-5  and 
for  COEA,  ODCSOPS  LOI  furnished  guidance  under  which  these  reviews 
are  conducted.  The  framework  of  directives,  study  plans,  miles- 
tone schedule,  and  final  report  lay  out  the  phases  for  review. 

(b)  Within  each  TRADOC  echelon,  there  is  a positive  pro- 
gram of  review,  illustrated  by  the  following  table; 


Vehicle  of  Review 

Level  of 

Field 

Staff 

Chain  oi 

Review 

Board 

Work 

SAG 

Review 

Command 

School /Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Int  Center 

X 

X 

X 

X 

HQ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

(c)  In  general,  the  review  process 

goes  from  left  to 

right.  The  ‘’doing’'  agency,  having  completed  the  study,  places  it 
before  a review  board  ("murder"  board)  before  final  publication. 
Since  HQ  TRADOC  is  not  a "doer"  but  a receiver,  a board  is  not 
used.  Instead,  liaison  is  maintained  by  HQ  TRADOC  action  person- 
nel with  the  proponent  agency  by  a series  of  field  reviews.  A 
field  review  occurs  anywhere  within  the  process.  In  It,  represen- 
tatives of  the  proponent,  the  analysis  agency,  and  HQ  TRADOC  sit 
down  together  and  go  over  in  detail  all  work  done  to  that  point  to 
reach  a consensus. 
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(d)  The  sequence— board,  field  work,  SAG— Is  repeated  un- 
til the  study  is  completed.  It  is  drawn  here  one  time  to  keep  the 
chart  concise.  This  sequence  of  reviews  is  followed  by  a detailed 
staff  review  and  finally  presentation  to  the  CG  or  Deputy  Com- 
mander who  approves  the  study  for  forwarding  to  HQDA. 

e.  Quality  Assurance/Review  Procedures 

(1)  CAA.  CM's  quality  assurance  program  places  emphasis  in 
three  basic  areas;  methodological  process  and  data;  review  of 
analysis  for  technical  content;  and  documenting  the  results  of  the 
analysis. 

(a)  Under  the  methodological  process  and  data,  the  Agency 
has  an  active  program  for  insuring  that  data  inputs  are  valid  and 
consistent,  that  models  and  methodologies  used  for  Agency  studies 
are  appropriate,  and  that  study  results  are  based  on  effective 
analysis.  A major  quality  assurance  project  has  been  the  develop- 
ment of  an  Integrated  Data  Base  and  a system  for  management  of 
data.  On  a quarterly  basis,  all  quality  assurance  activities  are 
reviewed  by  the  Agency  Technical  Review  Board. 

(b)  The  technical  content  of  all  ongoing  or  planned  Agency 
tasks  Is  also  reviewed  by  the  Technical  Review  Board,  which  is  a 
permanent  body  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing  guidance 
and  direction.  The  board  reviews  each  project  at  significant  mi- 
lestones, i.e.,  study  plan,  pre-SAG  review,  completion  of  analy- 
sis, etc.  In  addition  to  this  internal  review  process,  most  ana- 
lyses are  reviewed  by  a SAG,  an  IPR,  or  in  some  cases,  by  a Gen- 
eral Officer  Steering  Group. 

(c)  Final  written  reports  are  given  intensive  review  by  an 
ad  hoc  Product  Review  Board  consisting  of  three  CaA  members.  The 
chairman  of  the  board  Is  from  a directorate  other  than  the  propo- 
nent directorate.  Areas  considered  for  review  include  everything 
from,  "Are  the  objectives  clearly  stated?"  to  "Were  sensitivity 
analyses  performed  and  were  the  •'esults  clearly  identified?" 

(2)  AMSAA.  AMSM's  quality  assurance  program  is  based  upon 
a series  of  reviews  whose  extent  and  formality  are  contingent  upon 
the  subject  matter,  the  Intended  audience,  and/or  completion  dead- 
lines. AMSM  reports  the  results  of  its  studies  and  analyses  in 
two  types  of  documents;  the  Interim  Note  and  the  Technical  Report. 

(a)  The  Interim  Notes  are  published  with  the  approval  of 
the  responsible  division  chief  and  the  degree  of  review  given  to 
the  study  is  dictated  by  that  division  chief.  As  the  name  im- 
plies, Interim  Notes  are  a vehicle  t provide  analytical  results 


quickly  with  only  that  review  necessary  to  assure  the  adequacy  of 
technical  content.  Interim  Notes  are  normally  limited  in  distri- 
bution to  the  contributors*  the  sponsors,  and  interested  organiza- 
tions within  DARCOM. 

(b)  The  AMSAA  Technical  Reports  are  published  only  by  the 
approval  of  the  Director  or  Deputy  Director.  Upon  completion,  a 
Technical  Report  is  assigned  to  an  analyst  of  equal  professional 
standing  (peer  review)  from  another  division  for  review  of  metho- 
dology, technical  content,  and  adequacy  of  presentation.  After 
peer  review,  the  Technical  Report  Is  circulated  to  all  Division/ 
Office  Chiefs,  who  are  given  the  opportunity  to  review  and  conment 
on  the  work  prior  to  publication.  Only  after  these  two  levels  of 
review  is  the  report  submitted  to  the  Director  or  Deputy  Director 
for  publication  approval.  With  this  more  stringent  review,  AMSAA 
Technical  Reports  are  distributed  to  interested  government  activi- 
ties within  the  Department  of  Defense  without  restriction.  The 
Technical  Report  is  provided  to  the  Defense  Documentation  Center 
(DDC)  and  the  Defense  Logistics  Studies  Information  Exchange 
(DLSIE). 

(c)  In  addition,  major  projects  receive  an  Intensive  re- 
view by  a "murder"  board  consisting  of  the  Director,  Deputy  Direc- 
tor, Division/Office  Chiefs  and  interested  senior  analysts  at  the 
planning  stage  and  prior  to  the  results  being  presented  outside 
AMSAA.  In-process  reviews  are  scheduled  as  appropriate. 

(3)  CACDA.  The  focal  point  for  quality  control  of  ORSA  ac- 
tivities at  CACDA  is  the  Methodology  and  Quality  Assurance  (MQA) 
Branch  of  the  Analysis  Division  of  the  Combat  Operations  Analysis 
Directorate,  The  MQA  Branch  evaluates  each  request  for  ORSA  sup- 
port and  determines  if  the  request  is  appropriate  and  whether  or 
not  resources  are  available  when  the  request  is  determined  appro- 
priate. As  the  ORSA  effort  progresses,  the  MQA  Branch  monitors 
the  performance  of  the  project  in  relation  to  the  original  con- 
cepts. In  addition,  a Project  Review  Board,  which  consists  of  di- 
rectorate level  members  and  other  senior  analysts,  holds  periodic 
reviews  to  approve  progress  and  status.  Following  final  approval 
by  the  Project  Review  Board,  the  final  project  report  is  submitted 
to  the  study  proponent  for  his  approval. 

(4)  TRASANA.  The  TRASANA  Technical  Review  Board  was  formed 
in  April  1976  as  a direct  result  of  a management  objective  to  es~ 
tablish  consistent,  responsive,  and  activity-wide  practices  for 
quality  assurance  of  technical  protects.  The  controls  placed  on 
the  Board  were  designed  to  insure  i i maximum  effectiveness  with- 
out adversely  affecting  large  quan.ty  production,  product  timeli- 
ness, and  customer  acceptance. 


(a)  The  Technical  Review  Board  is  a standing  body  of  se- 
nior Technical  Staff  personnel  (GS-15,  14  and  05)  chaired  bv  the 
Deputy  Director  for  Administration  an<3  Evaluation  (06).  Inunc- 
tions on  all  COEA,  CTEA,  Mission  Area  Analysis  (MAA),  and  other 
projects/tasks  as  designated  by  the  Deputy  Director  for  Technical 
Operations.  Tasking  of  the  Board  directed  that  emphasis  be  placed 
on  quality  assurance  of  the  study  approach  (planning),  study  con- 
duct, and  study  products  while  maintaining  responsible  cognizance 
of  cost  and  schedule  factors.  The  Board  meets  to  examine  the 
study  plan  and  also  the  final  product.  Special  in-process  reviews 
are  also  scheduled  if  there  is  perceived  to  be  a problem  or  at  anv 
other  time  specified  by  the  Deputy  Director  for  Technical  Opera- 
tions. 


(b)  The  Board  Is  sectional Ized  into  the  following  areas  of 
endeavor:  Air  Defense,  Antiarmor,  Aviation,  Battlefield  Logistics 
and  Repair,  Combat  Vehicles,  Command  and  Control,  Conmunl cat  ions 
Engineer,  Field  Artillery,  Infantry,  Intelligence,  Surveillance  ’ 
and  Electronic  Warfare  and  Special  Interest.  Each  member  is  ex- 
pected to  act  In  a responsible,  independent  evaluator  capacity. 

His  $fil6Ct1on  Is  predicated  on  both  background  and  current  assign** 
ment  within  the  Activity.  Active,  useful  participation  In  the 
proceedings  Is  necessat7  for  continued  membership.  The  Chairman, 
the  Special  Assistant  for  Evaluation,  and  the  Assistant  Deputy  Di- 
rector for  Technical  Operations  are  active  members  at  all  board 
meetings.  Each  area  of  endeavor  has  five  permanent  members,  and 
no  member  is  assigned  to  more  than  two  subject  area  boards. 

(c)  The  Special  Interest  Area  is  unique  in  that  these  sub- 
jects are  addressed  by  special  session  of  the  Technical  Staff 
convened  by  the  Deputy  Director  for  Technical  Operations. 

(d)  There  are  two  aspects  of  the  Technical  Review  Board 
process  which  make  it  an  effective  activity  management  tool.  Both 
aspects  are  part  of  a concept  known  as  “institutional  memory. “ 

The  fust  aspect  Is  the  direct  influence  on  a product  by  persons 
expert  in  their  field  and  reinforced  through  participation  in  past 
projects.  This  resource  is  tapped  without  that  person  being  as- 
signed to  the  current  project  full  time.  The  second  aspect  is 
feedback.  Each  board  member  gleans,  from  his  participation  of  the 
review  process,  information  which  can  be  used  by  him  and  his  divi- 
sion on  their  own  specific  projects. 

f.  Proposed  Practices  to  Assure  Quality  Studies 

(1)  In  order  to  encourage  intellectual  independence  within 
OftSA  activities,  higher  headquarters  should: 


(a)  Assure  that  a reasonable  portion  (at  least  15  percent) 
of  the  activities'  work  program  Is  self-initiated. 

(b)  Assure  that  a reasonable  portion  (at  least  10  percent) 
of  the  activities'  work  program  is  used  to  upgrade  methodologies, 
develop  tools  and  techniques,  etc. 

(c)  Preserve  the  Integrity  of  reports  of  analysis  if  sub- 
merged within  a larger  study  or  analysis. 

(d)  Set  specific  goals  for  sponsorship  of  experiments  to 
generate  empirical  data  and  provide  validation  checks.  This  would 
point  the  analysis  commmunity  In  the  direction  of  being  more 
scientific  and  less  mathematically  oriented.  Additionally,  study 
agencies  should  exploit  all  data  sources  to  Include  military  his- 
tory and  combat  data. 

(2)  In  order  to  assure  that  the  studies  and  analyses  best 
address  the  proper  issues: 

(a)  The  analyst  should  have  complete  access  to  the  back- 
ground and  purpose  of  the  study.  This  will  help  to  insure  that 
the  analyst's  perception  of  the  problem  Is  not  different  from  the 
original  intent,  that  misdirections  are  not  taken,  and  inappropri- 
ate assumptions  are  not  made  which  could  undermine  the  entire 
study. 


(b)  Provisions  should  be  made  to  assure  a full  range  of 
potential  enemy  threats.  Data  are  not  only  required  about  the  ex- 
isting threat  but  about  a realistic  projection  of  the  threat,  for 
the  timeframes  of  the  analysis.  Continual  underestimation  of  the 
threat  erodes  confidence  in  the  conclusions  of  the  study.  In  ad- 
dition to  a projection  of  the  threat,  a concerted  effort  must  be 
made  to  estimate  the  possible  threat  resulting  from  an  enen^y  ef- 
fort to  counter  US  actions.  These  threats  must  not  only  be  devel- 
oped carefully,  but  they  must  be  consistent  among  study  efforts. 

A process  needs  to  be  developed  which  establishes  a clear  trail 
with  explanation  from  generation  of  threat  data  through  changes  in 
threat  data  between  studies. 

(c)  The  study  should  treat  the  spectrum  of  environmental 
conditions  of  use.  Army  systems  must  be  capable  of  being  employed 
in  a wide  range  of  battlefield  environments.  Within  Central 
Europe  alone  there  are  wide  variations  in  terrain,  weather,  light 
conditions,  and  other  aspects  of  the  natural  environment.  This 
can  be  further  compounded  by  the  induced  environment  such  as 
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smoke,  mines,  and  £W,  Yet  many  of  our  studies  are  an  in-depth 
examination  of  one  tactical  operation  on  a single  piece  of  ter- 
rain, usually  In  the  Fulda  Gap,  and  a single  set  of  environmental 
conditions,  usually  benign.  Additionally,  when  environmental 
limitations  are  considered,  they  frequently  differ  from  study  to 
study,  causing  them  to  be  disturbingly  Inconsistent, 

(d)  The  study  should  consider  all  meaningful  alternatives. 
Alternatives  In  the  sense  of  truly  different  ways  of  doing  some- 
thing or  solving  a problem  should  be  clearly  exposed  and  objec- 
tively analyzed.  In  all  cases,  meaningful  alternatives  should 
never  be  suppressed. 

(e)  The  analyst  must  make  completely  transparent  the  im- 
pact of  the  input  assumptions  and  data  on  the  study  results.  For- 
mal review  of  critical  input  assumptions  and  data  as  well  as  the 
study  methodology  early  in  the  analysis  Is  essential. 

(f)  The  analysis  methodology—particularly  models— should 
be  subjected  to  peer  review  and  concurrence.  For  those  models 
central  to  the  hierarchy  of  models  that  support  major  studies, 
there  must  be  provisions  for  model  configuration  control  and  man- 
agement. 

(g)  The  analyst  should  show  proper  respect  for  the  fact 
that  few  issues  of  importance  have  a single  solution  which  in 
every  respect  is  superior  to  all  alternative  solutions,  and  the 
fact  that  few  studies  can  quanltatively  and  objectively  analyze 
all  factors  relevant  to  determination  of  which  of  the  solution  al- 
ternatives is  best.  A good  approach  is  for  the  analysis  to  be 
carried  as  far  as  it  can  be  carried  objectively  and  then  to  stop 
well  short  of  the  point  where  the  subjective  appraisals  and  judg- 
ments of  Importance  must  be  applied  to  infer  the  preferred  alter- 
native, given  the  set  of  attributes  associated  with  each.  Or,  put 
bluntly,  the  analyst  should  analyze  but  not  try  to  decide, 

(3)  To  encourage  agency  acceptance  of  its  responsibilities 
for  the  quality  of  work  produced,  each  agency  should: 

{a}  Assure  that  the  agency’s  institutional  label  is  af- 
fixed to  the  product  resulting  from  Its  wort  program. 

(b)  Follow  the  practice  of  indicating  the  principal  au- 
thors and  significant  contributors  to  the  study  products.  8y 
these  means,  the  performing  agency  and  the  responsible  individuals 
will  take  &ore  pride  In  their  products. 

(4)  In  order  to  assure  quality  reports  on  a continuing  basis: 
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(a)  Prepublication  peer  review  should  be  carried  out  at 
the  agency  level. 

(b)  On  a sample  basis,  a reasonable  portion  (e.g.,  10  per- 
cent) of  agencies'  products  should  be  subjected  to  detailed  tech- 
nical review  by  external  peer  agencies, 

(c)  Study  sponsors  should  provide  timely  feedback  to  the 
study  doers  on  study  strengths,  weaknesses,  utility,  and  uses. 

(5)  Periodic  agency/activity  reviews  should  be  conducted  by 
a distinguished  board  of  visitors  outside  the  chain  of  conmand. 
Such  reviews  would  provide  the  commander/di rector  a fresh  perspec- 
tive on  and  an  unbiased  critique  of  agency  goals,  initiatives,  and 
programs. 

(6)  There  should  be  a semi-annual  meeting  of  the  directors/ 
commanders  of  CAA.  CACOA,  TRASANSA  and  AMSAA  with  the  DUSA(OR)  and 
other  ORSA  elements.  ¥ tese  meetings  woul 1 discuss  mutual  programs 
and  emerging  priorities.  Additionally,  better  use  should  be  made 
of  the  Ariiy  Operations  Research  Symposia  to  exchange  methodolo- 
gies, studies,  and  mutual  problems. 
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APPENDIX  M 
STUDY  DIRECTIVE 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OFFICE  OF  THE  UNDER  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  O.C.  £0310 


11  July  1978 


MEMORANDUM  FOR:  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  ARMY  STAFF 
SUBJECT:  Review  of  Army  Analysis 


Analysis  is  of  continuing  high  importance  to  the  Army.  It 
contributes  to  our  understanding  of  a wide  variety  of  issues--threat 
characteristics,  equipment  performance,  effectiveness  of  units,  costs 
of  systems,  and  capabilities  of  forces,  to  name  but  a few.  We  have 
only  limited  resources  to  do  Army  analyses.  We  must  be  sure  that 
they  are  used  to  work  on  the  right  problems,  that  they  are  properly 
organized,  and  that  their  activities  are  coordinated  for  maximum 
efficiency.  I believe  that  it  may  be  possible  to  improve  the 
contribution  that  our  analytical  community  currently  makes  to 
solution  of  Army  problems.  Therefore  I would  like  for  you  to  make 
a basic  review  of  our  Army  analysis  resources,  organizations,  and 
procedures.  A draft  of  the  Terms  of  Reference  for  the  proposed 
review  is  provided  at  Inclosure  l.  The  review  should  produce  specific 
recommendations  for  improvement  of  Army  analysis, 

X am  witling  to  make  Mr.  uardison  ot  my  office  available  to 

participate  in  the  review,  or  to  lead  it  if  you  desire.  As  a planning 
goal,  I suggest  that  the  study  be  completed  by  1 October  1978. 


1 Incl 
as 


Uhl  I elJ  a .'/*!  1-0  I * 


ci'/rn 


Walter  B , LaBerge  V 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Army 
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TERMS  OF  REFERENCE  - Review  of  Array  Analysis 


1.  PURPOSE:  The  purpose  of  this  review  of  Army  analysis  is  to 
improve  the  contribution  made  by  analysis  to  illumination  of  issues  of 
interest  to  the  Army  and  to  the  solution  of  Army  problems. 

2 „ OBJECTIVES:  The  objective  of  the  review  is  to  identify  any 
practicable  actions  which  would  improve  the  following: 

a.  Problems  Selected  for  Study  and  Analysis  * The  Army  analysis 
community  should  work  mainly  on  important  issues  in  need  of  illumination 
and  on  problems  whose  solutions  would  be  of  high  benefit  to  the  Army. 

b.  Quality  of  Work  - Army  analyses  should  be  pertinent,  consistent, 
valid,  and  credible. 

c.  Productivity  - Army  analyses  should  be  efficiently  conducted 
and  resources  should  be  at  least  adequate  to  minimal  needs. 

d.  Organizational  Arrangements  - The  Army  analysis  community 

l 

siiouid  be  0£ounizci  to  iUctiitato  oti.ici.ciu  conduct  oi  an  integrated 

program  of  studies,  to  provide  proper  guidance  and  control  of  studies  and 
analyses,  to  encourage  coordination  of  related  study  activities  and  to 
minimise  analysis  gaps  and  needless  overlaps. 

3.  SCOPE:  The  scope  of  the  review  is  as  follows: 

a.  Types  of  Analysis  - All  analyses  defined  as  studies  in  AR  5-5. 
Ocher  operations  research/systems  analysis  activities  of  the  Army. 

b.  Organizations  - Primary  attention  will  be  given  to  those 
elements  of  the  Army  Secretariat,  HQDA  Staff,  HQ  UARCOM,  HQ  TRADOC,  ARI, 

SSI,  ESC , LE\ , CAA.  A.'IS'A,  LllASAAA,  uvi  CACOA  which  are  Involv1  dir  ’ 


M-2 


in  Amy  studies  and  analyses.  Parts  of  other  organizations , such  as  elemen 
of  BRL,  TRADOC  Logistic  Center,  HQ  FORSCOM,  etc.,  will  be  included  as 
appropriate  to  the  objectives  of  the  review. 


4.  TASKS:  The  overall  task  is  to  assess  the  Army's  current  analysis 
system  and  to  propose  specific  improvements  in  policy,  procedure,  programs, 
and  organizations.  Specific  parts  subordinate  to  this  overall  task  includ 
consideration  of  the  following: 

a.  Policy  and  procedures  for  focusing  analysis  on  Amy  priority 

problems . 

b.  Extent  to  which  current  analysis  efforts  are  focused  on 
priority  problems. 

c.  The  distribution  of  analytical  resources  among  efforts 
addressing  FPBS,  combat  developments,  operation-  and  training. 

d.  Policies,  procedures  and  programs  which  establish  standards 
of  performance  and  controls  for  ensuring  valid  study  results. 

0.  Policies,  procedures  and  programs  for  aeva doping  to.-. - ...... 

experimental  data  upon  which  to  base  Army  analysis. 

f.  Extent  to  which  data  bases,  modeling  efforts  and  products  of 
analysis  are  integrated,  coordinated  and  consistent. 

g.  Policies,  procedures  and  programs  which  provide  for  integrating 
and  coordinating  Army  analysis, 

b.  Adequacy  of  resources  invested  in  research,  development  and 
improvement  of  Army  analytical  capability. 

1.  Extent  to  which  analyst  acquisition  and  training  programs  are 

sufficient  for  ‘satiafyina  r.- uii r»-v*.  nts  for  military  and  civilian  anil; 
and  managers . 
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j.  The  assignment  of  analytical  mission  responsibilities  and 
associated  resources.  Consider  alternate  organizational  arrangements. 

k.  The  interfaces  with  analysis  activities  external  to  Department 
of  the  Army  (e.g,,  OSD,  other  Services,  0MB). 

l.  The  balance  of  in-house  and  contract  analytical  effort.  Assess 
the  need  for  an  Army  analytical  FCRC. 

m.  The  policies,  procedures  and  programs  which  provide  for  a 
progressive  analytical  capability. 


